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GENERAL INTRODUCTION 

TO 

“THE LIBRARY OF LIVING PHILOSOPHERS” 


ACCORDING to the late F. C. S. Schiller, the greatest ob- 
Stacie to fruitful discussion in philosophy is “the curious 
etiquette which apparently taboos the asking of questions about 
a philosopher’s meaning while he is alive.” The “interminable 
controversies which fill the histories of philosophy,” he goes on 
to say, ‘^could have been ended at once by asking the living 
philosophers a few searching questions.” 

Perhaps the confident optimism of this last remark goes too 
far. Living thinkers have often been asked “a few searching 
questions,” but their answers have not stopped “interminable 
controversies” about their real meaning. It is none the less true 
that there would be far greater clarity of understanding than is 
now often the case, if more such searching questions had been 
directed to great men while they were still alive. 

This, at any rate, is the basic thought behind the present 
undertaking. The volumes of The Library of Living Philoso- 
phers can in no sense take the place of the original writings of 
great thinkers. Students who would know the philosophies of 
such men as John Dewey, Henri Bergson, Alfred North White- 
head, George Santayana, Benedetto Croce, Bertrand Russell, 
Leon Brunschvieg, Ernst Cassirer, Martin Heidegger, et aL, 
will still need to read the writings of these men. There is no 
substitute for first-hand contact with the original thought of the 
philosopher himself. Least of all does this Library pretend to be 
such a substitute. The Library in fact, will spare neither eflFort 
nor expense in offering to the student the best possible guide to 
the published writings of a given thinker. We shall attempt to 
meet this aim by providing at the end of each volume in our 
series a complete bibliography of the published work of the phi- 
losopher in question. Nor should one overlook the fact that the 
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essays in each volume cannot but finally lead to this same goal. 
The interpretative and critical discussions of the various phases 
of a great thinker’s work and, most of all, the reply of the 
thinker himself, are bound to lead the reader to his work and 
thereby to the philosopher himself. 

At the same time, there is no blinking the fact that different 
experts find different things in the writings of the same philoso- 
pher. This is as true of the appreciative interpreter and grateful 
disciple as it is of the critical opponent. Nor can it be denied that 
such differences of reading and of interpretation on the part of 
other experts often leave the neophyte aghast before the whole 
maze of widely varying and even opposing interpretations. Who 
is right and whose interpretation shall he accept? When the 
doctors disagree among themselves, what is the poor student to 
do? If, finally, in desperation, he decides that all of the inter- 
preters are probably wrong and that the only thing for him 
to do is to go back to the original writings of the philosopher 
himself and then make his cwn decision — ^uninfluenced (as if this 
were possible! ) by the interpretation of any one else — ^the result 
is not that he has actually come to the meaning of the original 
philosopher himself, but rather that he has set up one more 
interpretation, which may differ to a greater or lesser degree 
from the interpretations already existing. It is clear that in this 
direction lies chaos, just the kind of chaos which Schiller has so 
graphically and inimitably described.’ 

It is strange that until now no way of escaping this difficulty 
has been seriously considered. It has not occurred to students of 
philosophy that one effective way of partially meeting the prob- 
lem is to put these varying interpretations and critiques before 
the philosopher while he is still alive and to ask him to act at 
one and the same time as both defendant and judge. If the 
world’s great living philosophers can be induced to cooperate 
in an enterprise whereby their own work can at least partially 
be saved from becoming merely “desiccated lecture-fodder,” 
which on the one hand “provides innocuous sustenance for rumi- 
nant professors,” and, on the other hand, gives an opportunity 
to such ruminants and their understudies to “speculate safely. 
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endlessly, and fruitlessly, about what a philosopher may have 
meant, nay must have meant,” (Schiller), they will have taken 
a long step toward making their intentions clearly comprehen- 
sible. 

With this in mind T he Library of Living Philosophers expects 
to publish at more or less regular intervals a volume on each 
of the greater among the world’s living philosophers. In each 
case it will be the purpose of the editors of The Library to bring 
together in the volume the interpretations and criticisms of a 
wide range of that particular thinker’s scholarly contemporaries, 
each of whom will be given a free hand to discuss the particular 
phase of the thinker’s work which has been assigned to him. All 
contributed essays will finally be submitted to the philosopher 
with whose work and thought they are concerned, for his careful 
perusal and reply. And, although it would be expecting too 
much to imagine that the philosopher’s reply will be able to stop 
all differences of interpretation and of critique, this should at 
least serve the purpose of stopping certain of the grosser and 
more general kinds of misinterpretations. If no further gain 
than this were to come from the present and projected volumes 
of this Library y it would still seem to be fully justified. 

In carrying out this principal purpose of the Library., the 
editor announces that each volume will conform to the following 
pattern: 

First, a series of expository and critical articles written by the 
leading exponents and opponents of the philosopher’s 
thought} 

Second, the reply to the critics and commentators by the philoso- 
pher himself} 

Third, an intellectual autobiography of the thinker whenever 
this can be secured} in any case an authoritative and author- 
ized biography} and 

Fourth, a bibliography of the writings of the philosopher to 
provide a ready instrument to give access to his writings and 
thought. 

Future volumes in this series will appear in as rapid succes- 
sion as is feasible in view of the scholarly nature of this Library. 
The editor hopes to publish at least one new volume each year. 
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It is a real pleasure, finally, to make grateful acknowledg- 
ment for the financial assistance which this project has already 
received. Without such help the work on this Library could 
never have been undertaken. This volume (and at least one 
further volume in this series) was made possible in part by funds 
granted by the Carnegie Corporation of New York. Additional 
financial assistance came from the Alumni Foundation Fund of 
the College of Liberal Arts of Northwestern LJniversity. To 
these donors the editor desires to express his sincere gratitude. 
The Carnegie Corporation and the Northwestern University 
Alumni Foundation are not in any sense the authors, owners, 
publishers, or proprietors of this Library and they are therefore 
not to be understood as approving by virtue of their grants any 
of the statements made in this or in any succeeding volume. 

Paul Arthur Schilpp 

Editor 
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PREFACE 


THIS VOLUME on The Philosophy of John Dewey was 
intended as a tribute to one of the greatest living Ameri- 
cans, John Dewey, on his eightieth birthday, October 20, 1939. 
At the same time it is not at all what the Germans mean by a 
Festschrijty for in no Festschrift could one find severe criticism 
of or a reply from the recipient of the tribute. It is in doing pre- 
cisely these last two things that we believe the unique and sig- 
nificant value of this book lies. Within the covers of this unusual 
kind of birthday gift the reader will find both pertinent criticism 
of the work and thought of John Dewey and the reply by the 
master himself. This is, indeed, something new in philosophical 
literature. 

Here, too, the reader will find a biography written by Profes- 
sor Dewey’s three daughters on the basis of facts directly avail- 
able to them and, indeed, with some help from Dr. Dewey 
himself. It is not only the editor who owes to Miss Jane M. 
Dewey, to Mrs. Granville M. Smith (Evelyn Dewey), and to 
Mrs. W. C. Brandauer (Lucy A. Dewey), and to Professor 
Dewey himself a permanent debt of gratitude. Rather he knows 
that he is herein voicing the appreciation also of all who are in- 
terested in philosophy, in education, or in the lives of great men. 

The work on this volume was indeed a labor of love. At the 
same time its successful consummation was far from certain at 
the outset. Where would the editor have been if philosophers 
and educators from far and near had not beeft willing, at almost a 
moment’s notice, to lay down other important work in order to 
participate in the present undertaking? The answer is all too ob- 
vious. Next to the personal privilege of coming somewhat closer 
to John Dewey the man, the greatest reward in this undertaking 
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has been the magnificent way in which thinkers in Europe and 
America have readily given of their time and efiForts in order 
to make this book possible. There is no adequate fashion in 
which the editor can express his heartfelt gratitude to them all. 
The gratitude of thousands of readers in our own generation 
and in times to come will be their lasting reward for having 
helped to point up and clarify the issues in Dewey’s philosophy 
and for having given Dewey himself the opportunity to make 
his reply. 

The reader must know that this volume could never even 
have been undertaken, much less been brought to a successful 
completion, without the kind cooperation and continuous help- 
fulness of Professor Dewey himself. For, since the Reply by 
the Philosopher Himself is precisely the major unique feature 
of all the volumes in this Library y no such volume as this could 
have been planned unless Professor Dewey had been willing 
to make such a reply. In the midst of all his other work, this 
involved no small sacrifice on Professor Dewey’s part. At the 
same time it must be clearly understood that Professor Dewey 
himself had nothing whatever to do with the selection of the 
contributors. That responsibility is wholly the editor’s. 

Finally, as the ^^first reader” not merely of the contributed 
essays but also of Professor Dewey’s ^^Reply,” I cannot, in retro- 
spect upon the completion of the first volume in our new Li- 
brary y forbear making a brief remark. I would warn the reader, 
at this very beginning of his reading, that, in the two-way dis- 
cussion between Professor Dewey and his commentators and 
critics contained between these covers, he will not find that the 
discussion issues in perfect harmony or complete agreement on 
the part of the philosophers concerned. Any reader who expects 
such an outcome from the following pages is doomed to certain 
disappointment. What he will find, however, is a decided clear- 
ing of atmosphere, a specific and continuous pointing out of 
misunderstandings and misinterpretations, and therefore an un- 
questionable clarifying of major issues. With reference to the 
still existing differences one might well bear in mind Bertrand 
Russell’s telling comment, in his essay herein contained, that it 
is ^^hard to imagine any arguments on either side which do not 
beg the question j on fundamental issues perhaps this is unavoid- 
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able.” In other words, philosophers, after all, ^^must disagree,” if 
for no other reason but the fact that ( i ) they are philosophers, 
and (2) each one has lived a life of his own leading inevitably 
to an interpretation of his own. At the same time, even this first 
volume offers conclusive evidence that it is possible for the minds 
of philosophers to “meetj” — if not on precisely the same 
ground, at any rate for purposes of significant and fruitful dis- 
cussion. 

P. A. S. 

Department of Philosophy 
Northwestern University 
Evanston, Illinois 
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BIOGRAPHY OF JOHN DEWEY 
Edited by Jane M. Dewey* 

B urlington, Vermont, is one of those New England 
towns which are not very different today from what they 
were in i860. Then, as now, it was the commercial and cultural 
center of the state. French Canadians have since come in to help 
build its industries; its charm has been discovered by wealthy 
persons from large cities who have built summer residences in 
and around it; the automobile has enabled many of the better- 
to-do inhabitants to move from the city to its surroundings where 
they have built houses of colonial type in spacious grounds. 
But it remains essentially the same town of settled New Eng- 
land character, with the same beauty of location, set on a hill 
rising from Lake Champlain. At the top of the hill is a plain 
from which the Adirondacks are seen across the lake to the 
west while the Green Mountains bound the view across green 
fields to the east. 

In this town John Dewey was born on October 20, 1859, 
the third of four sons of a middle class couple. The first son 
died in infancy but Davis Rich Dewey, a year and a half older 
than John, and Charles Miner Dewey, as much younger, grew 
up and attended the nearby public school with John. To this 
school went almost all the boys and girls of the town, from 
all kinds of homes, well-to-do and poor, old American and 
immigrant. The few who attended private schools were re- 
garded as “sissies” or “stuck-up” by the majority. For, in spite 
of the especial prestige of the few first families, life was demo- 
cratic — not consciously, but in that deeper sense in which equal- 
ity and absence of class distinctions are taken, for granted. 

It would be difficult to say what hereditary influences were 

’•'This biography was written by the daughters of its subject from material 
which he furnished. In the emphasis on varied influences and in the philosophical 
portions it may be regarded as an autobiography, but its subject is not responsible 
for the form nor for all the details. 
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important in forming the Dewey boys. But if we consider 
cultural rather than biological heredity there is no doubt of the 
importance of the pioneer background in their lives. Their 
father, Archibald Sprague Dewey, was born in northern Ver- 
mont in i 8 ii. Late in life he married Lucina Rich, nearly 
twenty years younger than he, and he was nearly fifty years 
old when his sons were born. Pioneer days did not seem far 
o£F to these boys for, as late marriages were the rule in his 
family, only four generations separated Archibald from Thomas 
Dewey, who settled in Massachusetts between 1630 and 1633* 
Archibald’s father was born before the revolution} one of his 
uncles was said in the family to have been killed during the 
Revolutionary War by Tories disguised as Indians. Archibald 
told his sons of hearing the gunfire of boats during a battle 
on Lake Champlain in the war of 1812. 

There are various traditions in different branches of the 
family about the Deweys before Thomas came to this country. 
A member of the family who had been collecting genealogical 
material about Deweys in this country for many years was 
enabled to publish it by the boost given the family name by the 
exploits of Admiral Dewey, which made many Deweys wish to 
know how they were related to ^‘Cousin George.” As expected 
in a published genealogy, the book provides progenitors of 
royal blood. This origin, however, is all on the female side} 
the Dewey origin remains plebeian. The probability is that the 
family came from Flanders with the weavers who introduced 
fine weaving into England and bore the name de Wei, “of the 
meadow.” Family tradition states that the parents or grand- 
parents of Thomas Dewey left Flanders to escape the perse- 
cutions of the Duke of Alva. Certainly Thomas and his de- 
scendants were yeoman stock, farmers, wheelwrights, joiners, 
blacksmiths. Thomas Dewey witnessed documents with his 
mark} his sons signed their names} but none of his descendants 
in the line to which Archibald belonged had a college educa- 
tion until Davis and John, living near the University of Ver- 
mont, were enabled by low tuition and some help from scholar- 
ships to attend. 

Thomas Dewey was one of the settlers of Dorchester, Mas- 
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sachusetts, named for the English town from which many of 
them came. It is probable that they had much the same reasons 
for leaving Dorsetshire that led the Mayflower passengers to 
leave Devonshire about a dozen years earlier. Dorchester, now 
one end of the subway system of Boston, was for a time the 
most populous town in New England. Possibly Thomas found 
it too crowded for the combination of farming and a trade by 
which most of the settlers made a living. At all events, as early 
as October 1635, he started, with a number of fellow immi- 
grants, on a new, hard, journey to Windsor, Connecticut. In 
Windsor his six children were born and received a rudimentary 
education. Their descendants spread out around the Connecti- 
cut River valley. John Dewey’s great-grandfather, Martin, was 
born in Westfield, Massachusetts, in 1716 and lived there until 
he was unchurched for marrying his deceased wife’s sister. 

John’s father, Archibald, came of a farmer’s family but 
moved to Burlington and engaged in the grocery business. He 
served as quartermaster of a Vermont cavalry regiment for four 
years of the Civil War. With only a little schooling, which 
he supplemented by reading, his literary tastes were distinctly 
classical. He read Shakespeare and Milton, not for culture, 
but because of his enjoyment of their words and turns of speech. 
He often quoted Milton while he worked, rolling with de- 
light the unusual and euphonious phrases. He had lost his 
taste for Carlyle before his boys were growing up, but enjoyed 
Charles Lamb and Thackeray. Through an associate he had 
learned the Scottish dialect and he took delight in reciting 
long passages from Burns to his children, finding satisfaction 
in Burns’s type of humor. He disliked Emerson and Haw- 
thorne, probably because of intellectual conversatism and a 
regard for conventional theology. He had, himself, the gift 
of picturesque speech W’hich he admired in others and used it 
to compose advertisements which obtained local fame at a 
time when writing copy was not recognized as an art. One was: 
“Hams and cigars, smoked and unsmoked;” and he advertised 
a brand of cigars as “A good excuse for a bad habit.” He had 
an extraordinary memory for details and often told his sons 
what he had been doing at the same date in his boyhood or 
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when he was at war. His energy was seldom directed toward 
advancing himself financially and he was said to sell more 
goods and collect fewer bills than any other merchant in town. 

Lucina Artemesia Rich, his wife, came from Shoreham, Ver- 
mont, of a family supposed to have settled in this country at 
about the same time as the Deweys. The Riches were a more 
prosperous family} Lucina’s grandfather was a congressman 
in Washington and her brothers graduated from college. Her 
father, Davis Rich, was known in the surrounding country as 
“Squire” Rich and served as a lay judge, locally known as 
a “side” judge, in the Addison County court. His reputation 
for fairness and understanding caused his neighbors in the town- 
ship to bring their controversies to him for arbitration. Lucina, 
when a young woman, visited an uncle in Ohio who was, like 
all the Rich family, an active Universalist. The uncle wrote 
her father in Shoreham that she was attending revival meetings 
in the neighborhood, and he feared that unless her father 
intervened she would become a “Partialist.” His forebodings 
were fulfilled and she became a member of the Congregational 
Church. 

Her disposition was more intense and she had more mis- 
sionary zeal than her easy-going husband, so that she was 
stricter with the boys and had more ambition for them. It was 
largely due to her influence that the boys broke with family 
tradition and obtained a college education} when their father 
was asked what his boys were going to do he usually replied 
that he hoped at least one of them would become a mechanic. 
The tastes of both parents contributed to giving the boys a 
wider range of good reading material than was customary for 
those of their financial circumstances. A public library founded 
while the boys were still in school and the University library 
widened the range of books at their disposal. They spent their 
own hard-earned money on a set of Chambers’ Encyclopedia 
and on a set of the Waverley novels at a book auction and the 
latter, at least, they read. 

In spite of the diflFerence in age and temperament between 
Lucina and her husband their marriage was a successful one. 
The life of the boys was simple and healthful but somewhat 



BIOGRAPHY OF JOHN DEWEY 7 

isolated from the current of life about them. John and Davis 
were book-worms and John was bashful, with the tendency 
to self-consciousness which so often accompanies that trait. A 
cousin, John Parker Rich, less than two years older than John, 
was almost another brother to him. While Archibald Dewey 
was in the army, John Rich, still very young, lost his mother 
and Lucina took charge of the Rich household. Their close 
friends and companions were the two older Buckham boys, 
distant cousins on the Rich side and sons of the president of the 
University of Vermont. Summer vacations were often spent 
on their grandfather Rich’s farm, where the comfortable resi- 
dence was only a few steps from the country general store. 
Nearby, on a branch of the Lamoille River called Lemon Fair, 
stood a sawmill and gristmill erected by members of the Rich 
family, where the boys spent many hours of curiosity and con- 
tentment. At other times they visited John Rich’s father near St, 
Albans, Vermont. He managed a haypressing establishment and 
lime kilns, which were also sources of enjoyment, drawing the 
boys from books. School was boredom, but, as they learned fairly 
easily, not much tax upon their energies. They were younger 
than other boys in their grades, though not markedly precocious, 
and took little interest in games. However, they were un- 
conscious of any unhappy differences between themselves and 
their mates, satisfied with their own company in work and 
play. From a present-day point of view, too much moralistic 
emotional pressure was exerted by the religious atmosphere, 
evangelical rather than puritanic, which surrounded them. But, 
in addition to the escape into the outdoors open to all small 
town boys, more positive broadening influences were not lacking. 
Their mother, weary of the long separation from her husband 
brought about by his service in the Union army, moved the 
family to his headquarters in northern Virginia for the last 
winter of the war. This was an almost heroic move for a woman 
of those days and the privations in this devastated district made 
a deep impression on the boys, young as they were. 

The money the boys spent at the book auction they earned 
by taking a carrier route for the daily afternoon paper published 
in Burlington and by tallying lumber brought in from Canada 
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to the yards near the lake. While the family was not in very 
straitened circumstances, its needs were such that the boys took 
part as a matter of course in household activities. On their 
relatives’ farms they helped with the work boys can do. Ver- 
mont was then, as now, a temperance stronghold, with the 
speakeasy problems usual in a prohibition community. Deplor- 
ing the bad influence of the numerous “blind pigs,” Archibald 
Dewey sought to offset them as far as he could by conducting 
with strict legality and great respectability the licensed medical 
liquor dispensary for the town. His sympathetic stories about 
this branch of the business gave the boys an early glimpse of 
a side of life their more stiff-necked maternal relatives pre- 
ferred to ignore. 

The unusual natural beauties of the surroundings were not 
consciously appreciated but were somehow absorbed. John and 
Davis tramped through the Adirondacks and to Mt. Mansfield. 
They outfitted Lake Champlain rowboats with a tent, blankets, 
and cooking utensils and explored the lake from end to end. 
On similar trips they rowed into Lake George or, with the help 
of a lumber wagon hired to carry the rowboat, descended the 
river and canal that connects Lake Champlain with the St. 
Lawrence and rowed up another river in French Canada to 
a beautiful inland lake. This Canadian venture was called a 
fishing trip but, according to their Indian guide, “la lune etait 
trop faiblej” in any case they caught few fish. Their usual 
companions on the boating trips were James and John Buckham. 
James Buckham had an extraordinary sensitiveness to all na- 
tural things and spent all his spare time in the woods. As he 
grew older he carried a gun, but this was only an excuse for 
the many hours he spent in watching animals and growing 
things in the country. On their trips into Canada the boys 
added to the French they had picked up in Burlington so that 
they read French novels before they studied French in school, 
novels of the most innocuous type, borrowed from a New Eng- 
land public library. 

John Dewey was, as a young boy, particularly bashful in the 
presence of girls. As he grew older he and his brothers naturally 
became members of a group which included both boys and 
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girls of his neighborhood and this shyness wore off. One sum- 
mer was spent camping at the foot of Mt. Mansfield in a 
group of eight or ten young girls and boys, with his mother 
taking charge. Two of these companions are still living in 
Burlington, Cornelia Underwood and her sister Violet, now 
Mrs. Edward Hoyt. 

That his boyhood surroundings played a large part in form- 
ing John Dewey’s educational theories is clear. As a boy and 
young man he saw almost all his associates assuming a share 
in household activities and responsibilities. Young people were 
brought into intimate contact with a whole round of simple 
industrial and agricultural occupations. On the other hand 
school was a bore, not only to his companions, but to Davis and 
himself, who were interested in reading almost anything ex- 
cept their school books, and its tiresomeness was mitigated only 
by the occasional teacher who encouraged conversation on out- 
side topics. By the time he reached manhood and became a 
teacher himself, the growth of cities and the extension of the 
work done by machines had interfered with the invalu- 
able supplements to school education provided by active oc- 
cupational responsibilities and intimate personal contacts witf^ 
people in all walks of life, which occurred spontaneously in 
his boyhood. By this time also, reading matter, instead of being 
sparse and difficult of access, was plentiful, cheap, and almost 
forced on everyone. This had removed the significance which 
formal schooling in the three R’s possessed in the mainly agrar- 
ian republic in which he grew up. The realization that the 
most important parts of his own education until he entered 
college were obtained outside the school-room played a large 
role in his educational work, in which such Importance is at- 
tached, both in theory and in practice, to occupational activities 
as the most effective approaches to genuine learning and to 
personal intellectual discipline. His comments on the stupidity 
of the ordinary school recitation are undoubtedly due in no 
small measure to the memory of the occasional pleasant class 
hours spent with the teachers who wandered a little from the 
prescribed curriculum. 

When John Dewey was fifteen he graduated from high 
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school. At this time the family lived in a house which still 
stands on Prospect Street, near the University of Vermont. His 
brother Davis had entered college the year before and John 
Rich was ready to enter with his cousin. Davis lost a year be- 
cause of ill health and the three boys graduated from college 
together in 1879. 

The University was small at the time^ the colleges of engi- 
neering and agriculture, the first professional schools, had 
opened only a dozen years earlier. Eighteen students graduated 
in 1879. All students who took Greek, as did the Dewey boys, 
came in contact with the entire faculty of eight, except the pro- 
fessor of engineering. All studies were required. The first two 
years were given to Greek, Latin, ancient history, analytic geom- 
etry and calculus. In the junior year the natural sciences came 
to the fore. Professor G. H. Perkins taught geology, using 
Dana’s text, and zoology, by lectures and demonstrations. He 
ordered his presentation of material on the theory of evolution. 
Included in his lectures on ihe development of animal life 
were scholarly accounts of the ideas of several of the early 
church fathers, showing that they did not hold to a literal seven 
day period of creation at the immediate fiat of the Creator. In 
spite of the orthodox environment (the j)rofessor was a member 
of the Congregational Church) the emphasis on evolution 
aroused little, if any, visible resentment. The course in physi- 
ology taught the same year used the text written by T. H. 
Huxley. From this book John Dewey deriv^ed an impressive 
picture of the unity of the living creature. This aroused in him 
that intellectual curiosity for a wide outlook on things W'hich 
interests a youth in philosophic study. 

The University library subscribed to English periodicals 
which were discussing the new ideas which centered about the 
theory of evolution. The Fortnightly represented the more 
radical wing of scientific thought^ the Conte^mforary Review 
was a moderate organ of more traditional views ^ whereas the 
Nmeteenth Century steered a middle course. It was at this 
time that joint discussions of a single topic, known as “symposia,” 
originated; at this time that Huxley exerted their 

greatest influence. Students were interested in biology more 
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from curiosity about the theory of evolution than from con- 
siderations of a technical nature. These periodicals discussed far 
more than this particular subject, however, for the controversy 
about evolution was but the forefront of the rising interest in 
the relation between the natural sciences and traditional be- 
liefs. English periodicals which reflected the new ferment were 
the chief intellectual stimulus of John Dewey at this time and 
affected him more deeply than his regular courses in philosophy. 

The senior year was given to introducing students into the 
larger intellectual world as a sort of “finishing” process, and 
featured philosophy. Professor H. A. P. Torrey gave lectures 
on psychology', a course based on Noah Porter’s Intellectual 
Philosophy , and a shorter course in Butler’s Analogy. Seniors 
read Plato’s Republic and acquired some knowledge of British 
empiricism from Bain’s relatively innocuous Rhetoric. Presi- 
dent Buckham gave courses in political economy, international 
law and Guizot’s History of Civilization. He was a remarkable 
teacher. With an orderly and logical mind he combined powers 
of clear expression. A man of positive convictions, he refrained 
from attempting to force them on his students and his teaching 
method was Socratic rather than dogmatic. The only contact 
students who were not called up for discipline had with him be- 
fore their senior year was when he met freshmen once a week, 
nominally to discuss elementary moral questions, but really to 
make the students’ acquaintance. The moral topics considered 
made little permanent impression on the future philosopher but 
he was abidingly influenced by one incident of the classroom. On 
this occasion President Buckham attempted to secure from any 
member of the class a statement of the general subject of the 
chapter assigned for that week’s discussion. None could give it. 
After this at least one of the students made a point of making 
sure what he was going to read about before losing himself in 
the details of any topic of intellectual import. , 

The philosophic teaching of Professor Torrey was, like most 
philosophy taught in American colleges at this time, based 
upon the writings of the Scotch school. The idealistic-realistic 
controversy was not acute, and little was being written or said 
about Bishop Berkeley. The influence of the Scotch philosophers 
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was due to their insistence upon intuitions, which formed, be- 
fore the introduction of German spiritualistic idealism, the chief 
intellectual bulwark of moral and religious beliefs against the 
dissolving effect of English empiricism. The rather dry bones 
of Scotch thought were somewhat enlivened by ideas and topics 
which persisted from the teachings of the Reverend Professor 
James Marsh, one of the first Americans to disregard the dan- 
gerous reputation of the German philosophers sufficiently to 
study and teach them. Their ideas were largely presented as 
reflected through Coleridge, but even in this form were re- 
garded with suspicion by the orthodox. The ideas that institu- 
tions of society carried in themselves a spiritual significance and 
that the Bible was inspired because it was inspiring were con- 
sidered dangerous even in the diluted form in which Torrey 
presented them. Marsh, as his Remains shows, had a speculative 
mind and it is probable that some of his writings first directed 
the attention of Emerson to German thought and to Coleridge 
as its interpreter. 

These studies helped to fix the direction of Dewey’s intel- 
lectual interests, if they did not settle his career at the time. 
His philosophical reading was extended by articles of Frederick 
Harrison in the Fortnightly y which drew his attention to Comte 
and caused him to study Harriet Martineau’s condensation of 
Comte’s Positive Philosophy, Neither the idea of three stages 
of the evolution of society nor Comte’s construction of a new 
religion interested him especially, but what was said about the 
disorganization of existing social life and the necessity of finding 
a social function for science remained a permanent influence in 
his thought, although In his own philosophy emphasis is placed 
upon the method of science rather than upon organization of 
its conclusions. Reading Comte and his English expositors first 
awakened in Dewey his characteristic interest in the interaction 
of social conditions with the development of thought in science 
and in philosophy. When Dewey was in the university each 
senior and junior student was required to prepare a speech for 
presentation; the best orators Were selected to deliver theirs at a 
public exhibition. The title of one which he prepared but did not 
deliver, ^^The Limits of Political Economy,” discloses Comte’s 
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influence who subordinated political economy to sociology. 

Dewey learned easily and always received fairly good grades. 
The studies of the senior year aroused him to such an extent 
that his record for that year is as high as has been obtained by 
any student of the college. He joined a local fraternity, Delta 
Psi, in his sophomore year and was made a member of Phi 
Beta Kappa upon graduation. 

The summer following graduation was one of anxiety. Like 
many other young graduates uncertain about their life career 
he wanted a teaching position. His youth and inexperience made 
it difficult for him to find the job which his economic condition 
made it important for him to have, and when schools opened 
in the autumn he still had nothing. Then he received a tele- 
gram from a cousin, Clara W‘*.i .1, who was principal of the 
High school in South Oil City, Pennsylvania, informing him 
of a vacancy there. For two years he taught a little of every- 
thing, Latin, algebra, natural science from Steele’s Fourteen 
Weeks. The first year he was paid forty dollars a month. At 
the end of the period his cousin resigned to marry and he also 
left, returning to Burlington. During part of the following 
winter he taught in a village school in the neighboring town 
of Charlotte, In Burlington he read some of the classics in the 
history of philosophy under the direction of Professor Torrey. 
Mr. Torrey took him for long walks in the woods and spoke 
more directly of his own views than he had in the classroom, 
disclosing a mind which under more favorable circumstances 
might have attained distinction. Among the journals in the 
college library was Speculative Philosophy, edited by W. T. 
Harris, who, while superintendent of schools in St. Louis, had 
come in contact with a group of German exiles of 1 848 who were 
ardent students of German thought, especially of Schelling and 
Hegel. Dr. Harris’s Journal, appearing somewhat irregularly, 
was for many years the only distinctively philosophical maga- 
zine in the United States and it became an organ for this group. 
Dewey’s mind was now turned toward the teaching of phi- 
losophy as a career. He wrote an essay which he sent in fear and 
trembling to Dr. Harris, asking him whether its author should 
go professionally into philosophy. After some time Dr. Harris 
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wrote that the essay showed a philosophical mind of high rank. 
He published the essay in the issue of the Journal dated April 
1882 (but appearing later) under the title ‘^The Metaphysical 
Assumptions of Materialism.” Dr. Harrises encouragement 
decided the new author to continue his studies and led him to 
write two other articles which were published by Dr. Harris. 
In their author’s mature opinion all three articles are more 
notable for schematic logical form than for substance. 

Encouraged by Professor Torrey and by Dr. Harris, he bor- 
rowed five hundred dollars from an aunt and started for Balti- 
more in the fall of 1882 to attend The Johns Hopkins Uni- 
versity. This move proved to be a permanent break with his 
boyhood surroundings. John Rich had gone into his father’s 
business in ^^ermont, Charles Dewey also entered the business 
world and during most of his life was on the west coast where 
his brother did not see him often. James Buckharn, who had 
shown a poetic interest in nature as a boy, was for a time one 
of the editors of the old and famous Youth^s Comfamon but 
died before his talents came to full maturity. John Buckharn is 
now a professor in the Pacific School of Religion, an interde- 
nominational (though originally Congregational) Theological 
Seminary in Berkeley, California. Davis Dewey came to Johns 
Hopkins after several years of very successful high school teach- 
ing, at the beginning of John’s vSecond year. After receiving his 
doctorate in political economy he went to the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology to take charge of courses in statistics 
and economics which had been organized by Cicncral Walker, 
then president of the Institute. Davis remained Walker’s close 
associate as long as the latter lived and developed the course 
of study in engineering adniimstralion which is the Institute’s 
equivalent of the schools of business now established at many 
large universities. His Course XV was the first, or one of the first, 
experiments in this field, and has proved one of the most suc- 
cessful. The fact that the courses were intended for engineering 
students put an emphasis upon the practical rather than the 
speculative aspects of economics which was thoroughly congenial 
with his preferences. He has been very active in the American 
vStatistical Society, editing their publications and serving as dele- 
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gate at international meetings. Although he retired from active 
teaching some years ago he is still, at eighty, editor of the 
“American Economic Review.” 

Davis’ years at Johns Hopkins were for John a grateful re- 
newal of the close intimacy of school and college days, strength- 
ening the friendship which has bound the two brothers to one 
another through the half century which has elapsed since. Al- 
though Davis Dewey is more conservative in his social and politi- 
cal opinions than his younger brother, the resemblance, physical 
and mental, between them is strong. Both have an unusual 
power of hard, disinterested work and of detached objective 
judgment. Both also have extraordinarily pleasant dispositions 
with the ability to laugh at much that would otherwise irritate 
them. 

When John Dewey went to The Johns Hopkins University 
it had been open for some years for graduate study. President 
Gilman had gathered there a fine band of scholars and teachers 
with the intention of enabling graduate students, who had been 
going to Germany to prepare for a life of scholarship, to find 
what they w'anted nearer home. A few students living nearby 
were permitted to take the last two years of undergraduate 
work but every emphasis was placed upon the graduate school. 
President Gilman constantly urged upon the students the feasi- 
bility and importance of original research. The very possibility 
of students’ doing anything new, anything original, was a novel 
and exciting idea to most of these young men. They must have 
been aware that there were people in the world doing intel- 
lectual things which had not been done before, but their previous 
education had never suggested to them that they might be of 
this happy band. The atmosphere of the new university was 
thus exceedingly stimulating, an experience in itself that could 
hardly be duplicated later. Many of the students felt that it 
was bliss to be alive and in such surroundings. The seminar was 
then practically unheard of in American colleges but was the 
center of intellectual life at Hopkins. President Gilman’s oc- 
casional enthusiastic talks in which he told of the intellectual 
and professional success of students who had gone forth from 
the university were ably seconded by Herbert Adams of the 
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department of history and political science under whom Dewey 
took a “minor.” Students were few enough to be in intimate 
contact with each other and with the faculty. Among John 
Dewey’s close associates, besides his brother Davis, were Yager 
of Connecticut, later governor of Porto Rico, Arthur Kimball, 
a roommate for a time, and later professor of physics at Amherst, 
Harry Osborn, who taught biology at Hamlin College near 
St. Paul and whom Dewey saw frequently during the year he 
taught at the University of Minnesota, Frederic S. Lee in physi- 
ology, and Joseph Jastrow and James McKeen Cattell in psy- 
chology. Cattell was not only a close friend but the active agency 
in bringing Dewey to Columbia after his resignation from Chi- 
cago in 1904. Such friendships were an invaluable supplement 
to the education obtained in class rooms and in the Pratt Library. 

President Gilman met graduate students individually and 
gave them friendly encouragement and advice. He was not 
favorably inclined to the study of philosophy, partly because of 
his recollection of the philosophy taught him as an undergradu- 
ate and partly because it afforded few positions, most institutions 
having clergymen to teach philosophical subjects. He suggested 
to Dewey that he change to some other field but was unable to 
turn the enthusiastically budding philosopher from his path. 
Dr. Gilman did not lose his friendly interest because his advice 
was not heeded j when Dewey was called to the president’s office 
after obtaining the doctorate he received not only an excellent 
personal warning against his seclusive and bookish habits but 
an offer of a loan to enable him to continue his studies in Europe. 

In Dewey’s major department Professor George S. Morris 
of the University of Michigan taught the first half year and 
Dr. G. Stanley Hall, who had, recently returned from prolonged 
study in Germany, the second half. Contact with these two men, 
especially with Professor Morris, left a deep impress on the 
mind of this student. Morris was one of the few teachers of 
philosophy in the United States who was not a clergyman, he 
had translated Ueberweg’s History of Philosophy into English 
and had a rich historic background upon which he drew in all 
his teaching. A man of intense intellectual enthusiasms, he put 
emotional loyalty as well as intellectual understanding into all 



BIOGRAPHY OF JOHN DEWEY 17 

his teaching. He had reacted strongly against the religious 
orthodoxy of a puritanic New England upbringing and, for a 
time, had been intellectually a disciple of Mill, Bain and other 
British empiricists. In Germany he came under the influence 
of Trendelenburg and made for himself a synthesis of Hegelian 
idealism and Aristotelianism somewhat of the type presented 
in a little book by Wallace. He corresponded with Caird and 
other Oxford Hegelians of the period. 

In Dewey’s sketch “From Absolutism to Experimentalism,” 
in the second volume of Contemporary American Philosophy y 
he gives an account of the appeal the philosophy of Hegel had 
for him and of the reason for that appeal. The singular and 
sensitive purity, the whole-souled and single-minded personality 
of his teacher undoubtedly contributed, but the effect of this 
appeal is understandable only if the New England background 
of the pupil is kept in mind. He had nominally accepted the 
religious teachings in which he was brought up and had joined 
the White Street Congregational Church in Burlington at an 
early age. He had tried, without being aware of the effort this 
required of him, to believe in the doctrines of the church, but 
his belief was never whole-hearted enough to satisfy his emo- 
tional need. From the idealism of Hegel, as interpreted by Mor- 
ris, he obtained in his late adolescence that fusion of emotions 
and intellect for which he had sought unsuccessfully in his boy- 
hood religious experience. In the sketch referred to he says that 
his acquaintance with Hegel “left a permanent deposit in his 
thinking.” The following statement as to the nature of this 
deposit is his. 

“Hegel’s idea of cultural institutions as an ‘objective mind’ 
upon which individuals were dependent in the formation of 
their mental life fell in with the influence of Comte and of 
Condorcet and Bacon. The metaphysical idea that an absolute 
mind is manifested in social institutions dropped out; the idea, 
upon an empirical basis, of the power exercised by cultural en- 
vironment in shaping the ideas, beliefs, and intellectual attitudes 
of individuals remained. It was a factor in producing my belief 
that the not uncommon assumption in both psychology and 
philosophy of a ready-made mind over against a physical world 
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as an object has no empirical support. It was a factor in produc- 
ing my belief that the only possible psychology, as distinct from 
a biological account of behavior, is a social psychology. With re- 
spect to more technically philosophical matters, the Hegelian 
emphasis upon continuity and the function of conflict per- 
sisted on empirical grounds after my earlier confidence in dia- 
lectic had given way lo scepticism. There was a period extending 
into my earlier years at Chicago when, in connection with a 
seminal in Hegel’s Logic I tried reinterpreting his categories 
in terms of ‘readjustment’ and ‘reconstruction.’ Gradually I 
came to realize that wh.;t the principles actually stood for could 
be better understood and stated when completely emancipated 
from Hegelian garb.” 

The influence of I’rofessor Morris was undoubtedly one 
source of I.i)ewey’s later interest in logical theory. Morns was 
given to contrasting what he called ‘Teal” logic, and associated 
with Aristotle and Hegel, with lurmal logic of which he had 
a low opinion. Dewey, in his years of association with Morris 
in Ann Arbor, developed the idea that there was an intermediate 
kind of logic that was neither merely formal nor a logic of in- 
herent “truth” of the constitution of things; a logic of the 
processes by which knowledge is le.idied. Mill’s logic seemed 
to him an cifort in this diiectic/ii, but an effort that was dis- 
astiuusly [hoiked and deflcited by Mill’s uncritical acceptance 
of a sensation.; list n and particularistic psychology. In some of 
(he earlier volumes of Minr/iead’s 1 Jin ary of Philosnfhy (here 
IS announced for pulilication Principles of Instrumental I^ogicy 
by John Dewey, I’h.f)., Professor of Philosophy in the Uni- 
versity of Michigan ” 'Phat book w.is never published. I’crhaps 
an echo of the idea is found in Dewey’s later “instrumentalism,” 
but at the time the title was submitted it meant a theory of 
thought viewed as the means or instrumentality of attaining 
know’Iedge, as distinguished from the theory of the truths about 
the strui lure of the universe of which reason was in possession, or 
“real” logic. Dewey found that the development of his ideas 
on the subject led him entirely away from the doctrines a.ssoci- 
ated W'ith “real” logic into a group of problems of experience 
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and the relation of knowledge to experience that occupied his 
time and intellectual energy for many years to come. 

Association with Morris was immensely fruitful in the evolu- 
tion of Dewey in varied ways. When Morris returned to Michi- 
gan at the end of the first semester he gave Dewey his under- 
graduate class in the history of philosophy to teach for the re- 
mainder of the year. This gave confidence in the presence of 
others to the student, who until then had felt it only in writing. 
The following year Morris was influential in securing for Dew'ey 
a fellowship enabling him to continue his studies without in- 
creasing his debt. The summer of 1884, following his studies 
at Hopkins, was almost a repetition of his first summer out of 
college and the new doctor was beginning to doubt the wis- 
dom of his choice of profession when Professor Morris VvM’ote 
him oflFering an instruct 01 ship in philosophy at the Lbfiversity 
of Michigan. 'JTe c»fFer was very gladly accepted, at a salary 
of nine hundred dollars. 

President James B. Atigell of Fvlichigan University had pre- 
ceded Buckham at the University of Vermont. At this time he 
was engaged in the processes by which a great state university 
was to achieve leadership and creative scholarship. To all who 
taught under him Angcll remains the ideal college president, 
one w^hu increased the stature of his institution hy fostering a 
truly democratic atmosphere for students and faculty and en- 
couraging the freedom and individual responsibility that are 
necessary for creative education. His personal charm and geni- 
ality created a general atmosphere of friendliness to newcomers 
and to students. Professors made a point of calling even on 
young instructors. Instructors attended the weekly lacailty meet- 
ing, a highly educative process for them. Tins immediate ac- 
ceptance as an adult responsible member (jf the faculty and the 
fact that the institution was the natural culmination of the 
coeducational state education system made a deep impression 
on Dewey, starting the chain of ideas which later comprised 
his educational theory. I lis bo\hood surroundings, although not 
marked by genuine industrial and financial democracy, created 
m him an unconsciems bm faith in dcmoci icv whiJi was 
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here brought to consciousness to form the foundation of much 
of his philosophical writing. 

During his first winter in Ann Arbor, Dewey lived with 
another new instructor, Homer Kingsley, in a boarding house 
in which two “coeds” had rooms. One of these, Alice Chipman, 
was a few months older than the young philosophy instructor 
she was to marry two years later, in July 1886. A native of 
Michigan, she had been teaching school for several years to 
earn the money to complete her education. Her family back- 
ground had the same pioneer sources as Dewey’s. Her father, 
a cabinet maker, moved from Vermont to Michigan as a boy. 
She and her sister were orphaned very young and brought up 
by their maternal grandparents, Frederick and Evalina Riggs. 
Mr. Riggs came to the state from upper New York as agent for 
the Hudson Bay Company. One of the very early settlers, he sur- 
veyed the first road through the northern part of the state, 
managed Indian trading posts, and later took up farming in 
the wilderness. The two grandchildren, Alice and Esther, grew 
up in a household where memories of pioneering days w'ere 
strong and the spirit of adventure was a living force. While a 
fur trader Grandfather Riggs had been initiated into the Chip- 
pewa tribe and he learned their language so that an Indian 
could not tell by his voice that he was a white man. Indians 
visited him all his life and he was a champion of their vanishing 
rights. He was a member of that faction of the democratic party 
which extended its aversion to war to the war between the states. 
He was a temperamental dissenter from established conventions; 
a freethinker who gave money toward the erection of every 
church ill his village of Fenton; an opponent of war who drew 
heavily on what he had accumulated to buy substitutes for 
friends and relatives who were drafted. He suffered from 
asthma and spent some years in the new West seeking a better 
climate, part of the time in Dodge City, w'here he served as 
judge in a Volunteer Court which condemned to death a fron- 
tiersman who had shot his victims in the back. Among other 
ventures, he found in Colorado a gold mine which was too far 
from any center to be profitable. His rich experience and re- 
sponsive and original mind more than compensated for the 
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scantiness of his schooling. One of his remarks has been quoted 
more than once by Dewey, “Some day these things will be found 
out, and not only found out but known?'' His granddaughters 
received plenty of loyal affection but not as much material help 
in realizing their ambitions as the family resources justified, 
for the grandparents put their extreme individualism into prac- 
tice in the home and confined their training largely to “do 
whatever you think right.” Of doubtful comfort to the young, 
this advice certainly fostered intellectual independence and self- 
reliance in a strong character, such as Alice Chipman’s. Her in- 
fluence on a young man from conservative Burlington was 
stimulating and exciting. She possessed the qualities her grand- 
parents believed in without the mold of their beliefs and had 
added to them a lively desire for an education that would en- 
large her horizon. She had a brilliant mind which cut through 
sham and pretense to the essence of a situation j a sensitive nature 
combined with indomitable courage and energy, and a loyalty 
to the intellectual integrity of the individual which made her 
spend herself with unusual generosity for all those with whom 
she came in contact. Awakened by her grandparents to a critical 
attitude toward social conditions and injustices, she was un- 
doubtedly largely responsible for the early widening of Dewey’s 
philosophic interests from the commentative and classical to the 
field of contemporary life. Above all, things which had pre- 
viously been matters of theory acquired through his contact 
with her a vital and direct human significance. Whatever skill 
Dewey acquired in so-called “intuitive” judgment of situations 
and persons he attributes to her. She had a deeply religious 
nature but had never accepted any church dogma. Her husband 
acquired from her the belief that a religious attitude was in- 
digenous in natural experience, and that theology and ecclesiastic 
institutions had benumbed rather than promoted it. 

The years of Dewey’s association with Morris in Ann Arbor 
were those in which his philosophical position was closest to 
German objective idealism. This was the period of greatest 
influence of German upon English thought. Important Eng- 
lish and Scotch philosophical writings were highly critical of 
traditional British philosophy. They appealed to German 
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Professor Morris died and Dewey was invited to return to Ann 
Arbor to take charge of the department. Professor R. M. Wen- 
ley, who succeeded Dewey at Michigan, has written a life of 
Morris which is a valuable document in an important phase of 
the development of philosophy in the United States. In the last 
chapter he reprints passages written by Dewey after Morris’s 
death which set forth in more detail than is possible here the 
nature of Dewey’s debt to his teacher and associate. On the 
personal as well as the professional side of Dewey’s life Mor- 
ris’s death was a great loss. The Morrises had opened their house 
to the young instructor and later to his wife and their kindness 
and hospitality were the focal point of the Deweys’ social life. 

The Deweys named their third child, born in Ann Arbor in 
1893, Morris. This child was the most intellectually advanced 
in nature of their six sons and daughters and joined with a kind 
of inherent maturity an extraordinarily attractive disposition. 
His death of diphtheria in Milan, Italy, at the age of two and a 
half, was a blow from which neither of his parents ever fully re- 
covered. One of their fellow travellers on the voyage to Eng- 
land remarked on the last day of the voyage: “If that boy grows 
up what he is now there will be a new religion in the world.” 
The exaggeration of the remark conveys an idea of the impres- 
sion little Morris made upon others and the quality of the loss 
experienced by his family. 

Dr. Hough, the second member of the Ann Arbor depart- 
ment while Dewey was in Minneapolis, was called to Minne- 
sota when Dewey returned to Ann Arbor. James Hayden Tufts 
was called to take Hough’s place at Michigan. Tufts is an Am- 
herst graduate who received his doctorate at Berlin and estab- 
lished himself as a scholar through his translation of Windel- 
band’s History oj Philosophy . Of New England descent, as solid 
and rugged in character as its mountains, he formed with Dewey, 
in the short time he was at Ann Arbor, a personal and intellectual 
friendship which has continued through the years. When the 
University of Chicago opened, Tufts accepted a position there 
and this led to Dewey’s being called to Chicago in 1894. Their 
association in Chicago bore fruit in the Ethics^ published in 
1 908 and, in a new edition in an evidence of their intel- 
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lectual connection which renders further comment superfluous. 

When Tufts left Michigan it was necessary to add two teach- 
ers of philosophy to care for the increasing number of students. 
Alfred H. Lloyd and George H. Mead were chosen. Both had 
studied at Harvard University, Lloyd ha^ng just received his 
doctorate, while Mead was called from Berlin before he had 
completed his dissertation. Personal and intellectual association 
with these two men and their families meant much to the Dewey 
family. Lloyd had an original mind, gifted in unusual insights 
which he expressed in a language so individual that he could 
not be identified with any particular philosophical school. This 
limited the influence of his writings but possibly intensified his 
power to stimulate originality and independence in his associates 
and students. His transparent candor and unswerving fairness, 
with his intellectual gifts, procured for him a distinguished posi- 
tion in the faculty. At the time of his death he had been for many 
years Dean of Graduate Students. 

Mead and his family were close neighbors of the Deweys in 
Ann Arbor and after both families moved to Chicago they lived 
in the same apartment house. The older children of the two 
families are nearly of an age and close family friendships were 
quickly established, the Deweys visiting the Castle home in 
Honolulu from which Mrs. Mead had come. The Meads re- 
mained the closest friends of the Deweys, even after the re- 
moval of the Deweys to New Y ork, until their deaths. 

Since Mead published little during his lifetime, his influence 
on Dewey was the product of conversations carried on over a 
period of years and its extent has been underestimated. At 
Mead’s funeral exercises in Dewey said that Mead had a 
seminal mind of the first order, a view publicly endorsed by 
Whitehead after he had read some of Mead’s posthumously 
published work. Mead’s scholarship, especially in the natural 
sciences, was much greater than Dewey’s. In th? years of his as- 
sociation with Dewey, Mead’s principal interest was the bearing 
of biological theories upon scientific psychology. The psycholo- 
gists and philosophers who, up to that time, had recognized any 
connection between psychological phenomena and the human 
body had found the physical basis of mind in the brain alone. 
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or at most in the nervous system isolated from the whole organ- 
ism, and thus from the relations of the organism to its environ- 
ment. Mead, on the contrary, started from the idea of the 
organism acting and reacting in an environment} in this view 
the nervous system, brain included, is an organ for regulating 
the relations of the organism as a whole with objective condi- 
tions of life. Psychological phenomena, including processes of 
thought and knowledge, must then be described from this point 
of view. Mead had also developed an original theory of the 
psychical as the state occurring when previously established rela- 
tions of organism and environment break down and new relations 
have not yet been built up; and, through inclusion of relations 
of human beings with one another, a theory of the origin and 
nature of selves. Dewey did not attempt a development of these 
special ideas, but he took them over from Mead and made them 
a part of his subsequent philosophy, so that, from the nineties on, 
the influence of Mead ranked with that of James. Mead was 
continuously reworking his ideas so that most of his work was 
published only after his death. Shortly before his death he gave 
the Carus lectures before the American Philosophical Association 
but he was unable to make his notes ready for publication. For- 
mer students and colleagues edited his manuscripts and lecture 
notes taken by students, and four volumes of Mead’s work ap- 
peared. One of his graduate students said after Mead’s death 
that for many years articles and even books would continue to be 
published of which the first author was George Mead. 

During the last years of his stay in Michigan, John Dewey’s 
parents came to live with him. While his father was hurt at his 
sons’ recreance to the Republican Party, associated in his mind 
with the preservation of the union, and his mother at their defec- 
tion from the religious teaching of their boyhood, both were 
sufficiently liberal in their views and had sufficient confidence in 
their children to keep the family relation a close one. 

Two strong links bound the University of Michigan to the 
state school system of which it formed a part. The first chair of 
education in the country was established there, occupied first by 
Payne and then by Hinsdale; the high schools of the state were 
visited by members of the university faculty, who reported on 
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the preparation for college work of their students. Dewey’s in- 
terest in general education was stimulated by the visits which he 
made and he was a member of the Schoolmasters Club of Michi- 
gan, designed to bring secondary and college education nearer 
together by its conferences and committees. His interest in psy- 
chology led him to a study of the learning process and in his later 
years at Ann Arbor he spoke frequently at Teachers’ Institutes 
and Conventions on such topics as “attention,” “memory,” “im- 
agination,” and “thinking,” all in relation to teaching and study. 
He had at this time three small children, Frederick Archibald, 
born in 1 887, Evelyn, born in 1 890 in Minneapolis, and Morris. 
His observation of them gave a practical emphasis to what he 
had learned from James of the importance of native tendencies 
and caused him to attach great importance to proper develop- 
ment in the early years. With Professor McLellan of the Uni- 
versity of Toronto, who wrote the portion dealing with practical 
applications, he published two books for teachers in training. His 
belief in the social function of philosophy, strengthened by an 
emotional dissatisfaction with pure theorizing, made him feel 
the need of practical experience to check and develop purely 
theoretical ideas. He had come to the conviction that existing 
educational methods, especially in the elementary schools, were 
not in harmony with the psychological principles of normal de- 
velopment. This inspired a desire for an experimental school 
which should combine psychological principles of learning with 
the principle of cooperative association which he derived from 
his moral studies. At the same time it should release his children 
from the intellectual boredom of his own school days. Philoso- 
phy was to find its social application and test in direct educational 
experience in the school. 

When, in 1894, he received an offer from the University of 
Chicago, one of the factors leading to its acceptance was the in- 
clusion of Pedagogy in the department with Philosophy and 
Psychology. After a few years he found a group of parents in- 
terested in procuring for their children a different kind of edu- 
cation from any available in Chicago. With their aid, financial 
as well as moral, an elementary school was started under the 
auspices of this department, of which he was head. Later named 
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“The Laboratory School,” it was popularly known as the 
“Dewey School.” The University allowed one thousand dollars 
in free tuition to teachers in the school, but gave no further 
financial aid. For the seven and a half years of its existence 
friends and patrons contributed more to the support of this 
school than did the University, 

The school was not a practice or progressive school as the 
terms are used today. Its general relation to the department of 
pedagogy was that which laboratories in the physical sciences 
bear to instruction in these subjects. Mayhew and Edwards,’ who 
were teachers in the school, give a full and authoritative account 
of its work which makes it unnecessary to discuss it here. 

The most widely read and influential of Dewey’s writings. 
School and Society ^ which has been translated into a dozen Eu- 
ropean and Oriental languages, consists of talks given to raise 
money for the Laboratory School. Two series of educational 
monographs, published by the University of Chicago Press and 
by Houghton Mifflin Company are joint products of the work 
of the school and of association with a group of educationalists 
of the state of Illinois. In Contemporary AmeHcan Philosophy 
Dewey says that after his movement from idealism to his natu- 
ralistic and pragmatic experimentalism personal contacts had, 
on the whole, more influence in directing his thought than the 
books he read. Contacts formed through the school are among 
the most important of the many formed in Chicago. The friendly 
conflict of different schools of educational thought of these years 
may be said to mark the beginnings of the “progressive” move- 
ment which is remaking the educational system of the United 
States. Francis W. Parker, later principal of the Cook County 
Teachers Training School in Chicago, marked by his work in 
Quincy, Massachusetts, the beginning of a new educational 
movement in the public schools. He was also active in forming 
a Child Study Association. DeGarmos and the McMurrys 
after working with Rein in Germany, introduced Herbartian 
methods into the United States. W. T. Harris was the active 
promoter of an educational philosophy that drew, with marked 
originality, upon Hegel. 
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A more intimate personal contact was Dewey’s friendship 
with Ella Flagg Young, during the early years of his stay in 
Chicago a District Superintendent of City Schools. To her and 
to his wife he attributes the greatest influence in educational 
matters of those years. He regards Mrs. Young as the wisest 
person in school matters with whom he has come in contact in 
any way. She had begun as a grade teacher, made her way 
through teaching in high schools to high administrative posi- 
tions. She was the first woman to be superintendent of the school 
system of any large American city and the first to be President 
of the National Educational Association. She habitually and 
systematically thought out the implications of her actual experi- 
ence. Her respect for the moral and intellectual personality of 
the individual, two things she did not separate, developed 
through her own experience into an insistence upon respect by 
teachers for the integri.ty of the mental processes of students and 
a constant protest against school administration from above which 
had an enormous influence upon school methods, first in Chi- 
cago and then throughout the country. Contact with her supple- 
mented Dewey’s educational ideas where his own experience 
was lacking in matters of practical administration, crystallizing 
his ideas of democracy in the school and, by extension, in life. 

Another influence in Dewey’s life deriving from residence in 
Chicago rather than from his professional position was his in- 
terest in Hull House. Hull House was a social settlement in 
more sense than one. It was a place in which all sorts of people 
of all beliefs and non-beliefs met on a common footing. The 
Deweys were regular visitors and formed warm personal friend- 
ships with its residents, especially with Jane Addams. They 
found contact with many types of persons there the most in- 
teresting and stimulating part of their non-professional life. 
One of Miss Addams’ main convictions was that the associations 
formed through Hull House were as important for those from 
homes more privileged in economic status and cultural oppor- 
tunities as for the poorer residents of the district around the 
House. There was no question in her mind of “seeing how the 
other half lives” but only of joint learning how to live together^ 
learning especially that democracy is a way of life, the truly 
moral and human way of life, not a political institutional device. 
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Dewey became a trustee of the settlement when it became neces- 
sary to incorporate it, a step which Jane Addams avoided as long 
as possible because of her fear of institutionalizing its life. 
Dewey’s faith in democracy as a guiding force in education took 
on both a sharper and a deeper meaning because of Hull House 
and Jane Addams. 

Close association was interrupted when the Deweys left Chi- 
cago but there was never a breach in their mutual esteem and 
ajffection. At the time of the war Miss Addams remained true 
to her Quaker antecedents and her Tolstoyan policy of non- 
resistance (which had stood her in good stead during the early 
days when Hull House was the object of hostility and she her- 
self of persona] insults). Dewey felt that our entrance into the 
war was the lesser of two evils and this difference was a source 
of pain on both sides. Their later relations were cordial j Jane 
Addams was a speaker at the celebration of Dewey’s seventieth 
birthday in New York City in 1929 and Dewey spoke both at a 
more recent anniversary celebration at Hull House and at a 
memorial meeting held near New York after death brought to 
a close the personal career of one of the most remarkable women 
of her day. Dewey attributes much of the enthusiasm of his sup- 
port of every cause that enlarged the freedom of activity of 
women to his knowledge of the character and intelligence of his 
wife, of Ella Flagg Young, and of Jane Addams. 

During the years Dewey was in Chicago he spent his vacations 
in the Adirondacks. While still in Ann Arbor the family went 
one summer to the camp and summer school conducted by 
Thomas Davidson at Glenmore at the foot of Mount Hurri- 
cane, virtually a successor to the Concord School of Philosophy. 
The following summer they built a cabin not far from David- 
son’s property and here their summers were spent for many 
years. Their property was separated from Glenmore by a small 
stream, called Gulf Brook because of the deep channel it had 
dug for itself, and Davidson remarked that the Deweys had 
chosen to live “across the gulf,” a recognition on his part that 
they did not agree wholly with his ideas of devoting the sum- 
mer school to inculcating moral discipline in those who attended 
it. He was a brilliant, scholarly and highly independent man. 
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One of William James' essays is a striking memorial to himj 
all who came close to him felt his influence. His winters were 
spent in New York City where he organized clubs of young 
men who would otherwise have been without intellectual op- 
portunities and, by his teaching, encouragement, and financial 
aid, started many of them on professional careers. 

At Hurricane Dewey was brought into close relations with a 
number of stimulating minds. W. T. Harris had a cottage there j 
Bakewell of Yale, Hyslop and Jones of Columbia were regular 
visitors} Gardiner of Smith came often. Felix Adler was a sum- 
mer resident of the other end of Keene Valley and occasional 
visits back and forth occurred} William James visited at Hurri- 
cane for a few days almost every summer and Dewey first be- 
came personally acquainted there with the man who had so 
profoundly influenced his thought. James R. Angell, son of 
President Angell of Michigan and a colleague at Chicago, was 
at Glenmore regularly. 

John Dewey’s call to Chicago as head of the department of 
philosophy, psychology and pedagogy was not only a recog- 
nition of his already established place in American philosophy 
but made a great change in the type of teaching to which his time 
was given. At Michigan most of his classes were undergraduate, 
and the change to graduate work at Chicago not only released him 
from much of the routine of large classes but gave him the op- 
portunity, particularly important in view of his rapidly de- 
veloping individual position, of working out his own ideas with 
students able to make real contributions to their presentation. 
The greater emphasis on graduate work throughout the institu- 
tion led to a stimulation of original work in the entire faculty 
and he found himself surrounded by a faculty of eminent men 
in a productive atmosphere. The closest and most influential 
contacts within the University were those continuing from Mich- 
igan, with Mead and Tufts } but two other names should be 
mentioned. Addison Moore was one of the very able graduate 
students in philosophy and continued in the department on the 
instructing staff. The most aggressive pragmatist of the group, 
he was prevented by continued ill health and premature death 
from full realization of his abilities. Angell was a member of 
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the department in psychology. He had been an undergraduate 
at Michigan and studied under Dewey. After graduation he 
studied at Harvard under James, Royce and the brilliant band 
of teachers there. He taught for a while at Minnesota, then 
came to Chicago. Although psychology was then becoming an 
experimental laboratory subject and was no longer a dependent 
branch of philosophy, the two subjects were much more closely 
connected than they are considered at present, a fact splendidly 
manifest in the career of Angell’s teacher, James. Angell became 
one of those most active in promoting junctional psychology, the 
chief rival of the analytic school of which Titchener at Cornell 
was the acknowledged leader. This movement played a part in 
developing the logical theories of Dewey and in making a bridge 
from his logical to his moral theory. 

For a number of years Dewey gave during the three winter 
quarters courses entitled, “psychological ethics,” “the logic of 
ethics,” and “social ethics.” The first of those courses was a 
further development of the principles set forth in his Study pub- 
lished in Ann Arbor: it developed moral theory in terms of an 
interplay of impulses, habits, desires, emotions, and ideas. The 
material of this course provided the background of Human 
Nature and Conducty which he published many years later. The 
course in “the logic of ethics” gave an analysis of the categories 
of end, standard, principle, and obligation, in terms of distinc- 
tive functions of resolution of practical problems arising from a 
conflict of incompatible desires and purposes. Dewey also con- 
ducted regularly a seminar for candidates for the doctorate 
which had some logical theme as the focus of study. Owing to 
the prestige of idealistic theories at this time the logical writings 
of Bradley and Bosanquet, then quite recent, received special 
attention, with the older logics of Mill, Venn, and Jevons. 
Lotze’s logic was chosen for analysis in one seminar because the 
importance attached by its author to empirical and scientific 
theories made it one of the least extreme in exposition of idealis- 
tic logical theories. The Decennial of the founding of the Uni- 
versity was celebrated by the publication by the University of 
Chicago Press of a series of monographs representing all de- 
partments. Among the publications was a volume by graduate 
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students in philosophy called Studies in Logical Theory y with 
a series of introductory essays giving an analysis of Lotze’s logi- 
cal theory by Dewey. The volume would probably have at- 
tracted little attention even among university teachers of 
philosophy had it not received a cordial greeting from William 
James, whose review hailed the birth of a “Chicago School” of 
thought, working along lines sympathetic to his pragmatism. 
This secured for it a certain recognition, for the most part hostile. 
Dewey’s contribution marks a final and complete break with his 
early Hegelian idealism and launches his instrumental theory 
of reflective thought. 

Another of these publications was a monograph by Dewey, 
The Scientific Conditions of a Theory of Morality y which gives 
in schematic outline his first published endeavor to set forth 
the principles of a unified logic of scientific enquiry and moral 
judgment. This attracted no attention and has never been re- 
published j but in a study of his development it marks a crucial 
change of position. 

How We Think and Democracy and Educationy written after 
Dewey was at Columbia University, are direct fruits of his 
Chicago experience. His own work and his contacts with others 
led to a fusion in them of his educational and philosophical 
ideas j he expresses, in Democracy and Educationy the opinion 
that philosophy itself is “the general theory of education,” tak- 
ing education in a sense broad enough to include all the factors 
that serve to shape the disposition, emotional, intellectual, and 
active, of the individuals who constitute society. 

During the last years of Dewey’s stay in Chicago there was 
increasing friction between him and the president of the Uni- 
versity on matters connected with the administration of the 
Laboratory School. The Chicago Institute, a training school for 
teachers which had a practice school for children, had been 
founded to continue the work of Francis Parker free from the 
political influences which hindered it in the Cook County in- 
stitution. In 1901 this Institute was joined with the University. 
As the department of which Dewey was head did not under- 
take the training of teachers for other than university and 
normal school positions in the philosophy and psychology of 
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education there was no conflict on this side. But, while Dewey 
was away for a short time lecturing, the president agreed to 
merge the Laboratory School with the school connected with 
the former Institute, now the University’s school of education. 
This merger made no provision either for maintaining the type 
of work done in the Laboratory School nor for the corps of teach- 
ers who had given devoted service against obstacles due to the 
scarcity of funds. When the trustees of the Institute learned that 
Dewey had not been consulted when the contract joining the 
Institute to the University was drawn and was unaware that his 
school had been virtually abandoned, they volunteered adjust- 
ments. The parents and friends who had given the school its 
financial support were organized into what was probably the 
first active Parents and Teachers Association in the country. 
They protested the abandonment of the school vigorously and 
raised a fund to guarantee its continuance. Educators all over 
the country wrote the University administration urging its sup- 
port. Francis Parker was at this time seriously ill and his illness 
was the leading reason for the transfer of the Institute to the 
University. A temporary solution of the difficulties was worked 
out and while it was in force Colonel Parker’s death led to the 
merger of the two schools under a school of education directed 
by Dewey. The attitude of the president remained so indifferent 
or hostile to the unendowed school, however, that Dewey re- 
signed in 1904. His resignation was followed by that of Ella 
Flagg Young as professor of education. 

At the time of his resignation Dewey had no position in view. 
After he had taken the decisive step he wrote to William James 
and to his old friend J. McKeen Cattell of the Department of 
Philosophy and Psychology at Columbia University, informing 
them of it. Through the efforts of Cattell he was offered a posi- 
tion at Columbia University, including, as means of increasing 
the salary offered, two hours a week of work at Teachers Col- 
lege. 

The Deweys decided to spend the interval in Europe. Three 
children had been born to them in Chicago, Gordon Chipman 
(named after his mother’s father), Lucy Alice, and Jane Mary 
(named after Jane Addams and her close friend, Mary Smith). 
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They took their five children with them, but tragedy again 
accompanied their European trip. Gordon contracted typhoid 
fever on the ship in which they sailed from Montreal to Liver- 
pool. After a serious illness in a Liverpool hospital he appeared 
to have recovered; but on a trip to Ireland he had a relapse and 
died. Gordon, only eight, had made many friends. He was a 
mature personality, without precocity, at the age of six. A me- 
morial meeting was held at Hull House when news of his death 
was received. Miss Addams made the leading address, which 
was published much later in a volume of similar addresses; this 
evidence of the affection and warm appredation Gordon aroused 
outside his immediate family testifies to the loss which they ex- 
perienced. The blow to Mrs. Dewey was so serious that she 
never fully recovered her former energy. Nevertheless, with 
characteristic courage, she took the other children to the conti- 
nent to learn foreign languages. Dewey, who had gone to Co- 
lumbia to teach in the fall, rejoined his family in June at Venice. 
A happy outcome of the Italian stay was the adoption of Sabino, 
an Italian boy of about the same age as the one recently lost. His 
unflagging gayety, courage through a severe illness, energy, and 
capacity for making friends brought comfort to the bereaved 
family of which he remains a beloved member. It is interesting 
that the adopted child is the one who has carried on the parents’ 
practical work in elementary education, as a teacher in progres- 
sive schools and as designer and manufacturer of educational 
equipment for constructive activities and scientific experimenta- 
tion, The oldest daughter, Evelyn, after visiting a number of 
schools, wrote Schools of T omorrow with her father, and New 
Schools for Old, a book dealing with rural education. She was 
connected for some time with the Bureau of Educational Ex- 
periments, engaged in working out methods of educational test- 
ing and statistical formulation of the results. Later she edited a 
complete report of investigations of infant development. 

Dewey found himself at Columbia in a new philosophical at- 
mosphere. By 1 905 the realistic movement was in the forefront 
of philosophy. It was ably represented at Columbia by Wood- 
bridge, a thorough classical and Aristotelian scholar, and an 
original and stimulating teacher of the history of philosophy. 
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Woodbridge accepted and taught naturalistic metaphysics of the 
Aristotelian type. Contact with him made Dewey aware of the 
possibility and value of a type of metaphysical theory which did 
not profess to rest upon principles not empirically verifiable. 
The result of new contacts is seen especially in Experience and 
Nature, the first series of lectures given before the American 
Philosophical Association on the Carus Foundation. Woodbridge 
and Dewey agreed in acceptance of pluralism, in opposition to 
absolutism and to a theory of knowing which made subject and 
object its end-terms j they had a common disbelief in theories 
of immediate knowledge. These points were so joined with 
points of difference as to make their intellectual association of 
peculiar importance in further developing Dewey’s thought. 
The period, up to about 1915, was one of warm critical con- 
troversy of monistic and dualistic realists with one another 
(Woodbridge holding a different position without taking an 
active public part in the controversy) and of all realists with 
idealists. James repeated his lectures on Pragmatism at Colum- 
bia by invitation of the Department of Philosophy and during 
the following years developed his “radical empiricism.” The 
new intellectual conditions in which Dewey found himself, in- 
cluding the teaching of graduate students to whom his point of 
view was quite foreign, led to a rethinking of all his philosophic 
ideas. The result is seen in Reconstruction in Philosophy, lec- 
tures delivered at the Imperial University in Tokyo, in Experi- 
ence and Nature, and in The Quest for Certainty, lectures given 
at Edinburgh in 1929 on the Gifford Foundation. Almost all of 
Dewey’s books published after he came to New York developed 
from lectures given on various foundations. This is true of Hu- 
man Nature and Conduct, The Public and Its Problems, Ger- 
man Philosophy and Politics, Liberalism and Social Action, Art 
as Experience, as well as those named above. In addition to 
books, voluminous contributions to philosophical periodicals, es- 
pecially The Journal of Philosophy, edited and published at 
Columbia, record his philosophical positions of recent years. 

His personal contacts were numerous. Montague, a Colum- 
bia colleague, developed a theory of monistic realism on the basis 
of his knowledge of and deep interest in modern physical theo- 
ries. The resulting theory of perception and knowledge is based 
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upon an original and highly ingenious hylozoistic theory of 
nature. Montague and Dewey came closer together in their 
ideas on social subjects than upon technical philosophical ones. 
Friendship between the two families has always been close and 
Montague was the chief speaker at the funeral exercises of Mrs. 
Dewey, who died, after long illness, in 1927, of arteriosclerosis 
and heart trouble. 

Other associates who influenced Dewey for shorter or longer 
periods, both positively and by criticisms of his positions, were 
Love joy, Tawney, Sheldon, Harold Chapman Brown, and, as 
students became members of the faculties of Columbia and 
neighboring institutions, Bush, Schneider, Randall, Edman, 
Kilpatrick, Goodsell, Childs, Eastman, Hook, Ratner and oth- 
ers. Association with Hook and Ratner remained close after 
they left Columbia, as both remained in New York; each has 
been connected with Dewey’s recently published work. Ratner 
collected and edited a volume of Dewey’s articles on topics of 
the day and published a volume of selections from his philo- 
sophical writings, Intelligence in the Modern World, prefaced 
by an interpretative introduction. Hook has worked through the 
manuscripts of all of Dewey’s recent volumes before their pub- 
lication and helped their rewriting by many suggestions. 

Around 1915, Dr. Albert C. Barnes of Merion, Pennsylvania, 
was led to join a seminar of Dewey’s by the similarity of the 
ideas he had worked out personally to those expressed in De- 
mocracy and Education. A close friendship resulted from their 
acquaintance in this seminar. Barnes, best known for his un- 
rivalled collection of modern paintings, is a scientist and student. 
He wished his collection to be used for educational ends which 
only art could serve and had interested himself in methods of 
art education. His personal experience had developed a method 
of discriminating observation by which a deeper appreciation of 
works of art and of experience in general was effected. Contact 
with The Barnes Foundation gave definite philosophic form to 
Dewey’s previously rather scattered ideas of the arts. Barnes 
dedicates Art in Painting to Dewey and Dewey dedicates Art 
as Experience to Barnes; the two books are evidence of their 
intellectual collaboration. 

There exists in New York City a Philosophic Club of twelve 
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to eighteen members from institutions in New York and as far 
from it as Yale and the University of Pennsylvania, which has 
met monthly for many years. It would be difficult to bring to- 
gether a greater variety of philosophical points of view, ex- 
pressed in frank mutual criticism, than are and have been found 
in this club. In it Dewey found stimulating contact with such 
men as McGiffert, Thomas Hall, Adams Brown, and Lyman, 
of Union Theological Seminary} Felix Adler of the Ethical 
Culture Society} Henry Rutgers Marshall, the architect and 
writer on assthetics and psychology} Bakewell, Sheldon, Fite, 
Singer, Cohen, deLaguna, and, for brief periods, Fullerton and 
Kemp-Smith, in addition to many previously mentioned. Its 
discussions kept him constantly aware of the wide variety of 
views held by men of equal sincerity and intellectual capacity. 

Dewey’s ventures in the political field bring his social phi- 
losophy to the fore in this period. He began giving courses in 
political philosophy while teaching at Ann Arbor. In these lec- 
tures he discussed, largely from the historical point of view, 
theories of “natural right,” utilitarianism, the British school of 
jurisprudence, and the idealistic school. The most noteworthy 
feature of the course was that in the department of philosophy 
the topics of sovereignty, the nature of legal and political rights 
and duties, and the history of political thought, in terms of 
Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau, were discussed. A criticism of 
Austin’s theory of sovereignty, published in the Political Science 
Quarterly, and a lecture on “The Ethics of Democracy,” pub- 
lished by the Philosophical Union of the University, show 
Dewey’s social thought at this period. The latter combines a 
criticism of the quantitative individualistic theory of political 
democracy with a definitely moral interpretation in terms of 
“liberty, equality, fraternity.” The most significant statement 
in the address from a present-day point of view is that political 
democracy is impossible without economic and industrial de- 
mocracy, but this statement should not be taken to have its 
present meaning. Its immediate source was probably Henry 
Carter Adams, a colleague in political economy, who frequently 
pointed out the desirability and probability of a development in 
economic life parallel to that which had taken place in politics, 
from absolutism and oligarchy to popular representation. 
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For a time Dewey’s political philosophy developed as a line 
of thought independent of his technical philosophical interests. 
It was inevitable that these currents should gradually fuse in 
the mind of a man who believed that the influence of the social 
scene on philosophy should be not merely the unavoidable un- 
conscious one but that of furnishing a testing ground for the 
correctness of philosophic theory. This fusion was aided by 
courses given at Chicago and at Columbia on social and political 
philosophy. In his earlier years Dewey shared the faith then 
rather common that American democracy in its normal evolu- 
tion would in time do away with the serious injustices of the 
economic field. He was thus able to support Bryan for president, 
in spite of disagreement on the silver question and many other 
points of the populist movement; partly on anti-imperialist 
grounds, but largely because he saw in the movement signs of 
a democratic revival. 

Residence in New York City completed the change already 
begun in Chicago in his social convictions. The frontier atmos- 
phere of Chicago tended to keep alive the naive middle- western 
faith in the manifest destiny of democracy, in spite of the raw- 
ness of much of the city’s life. In New York, the center of the 
financial interests of the country, it was impossible to ignore the 
acute conflict existing between political and social democracy 
and irresponsible finance capitalism. In 1912 Dewey actively 
supported the “Bull Moose” campaign, in spite of his distrust 
of Theodore Roosevelt’s military and imperialistic tendencies. 
He joined also in the La Follette campaign of 1924. His long 
and active support of the woman suffrage cause was based on the 
belief that the enfranchisement of women was a necessary part 
of political democracy. He was the first president of The Peoples 
Lobby, conducted at Washington by its energetic secretary, Ben 
C. Marsh, and was chairman for a number of years of The 
League for Independent Political Action. 

He interested himself in a number of ways in the democratic 
administration of schools and universities. He was a charter 
member of the first Teachers Union in New York City, with- 
drawing with regret when that union was used for promoting a 
particular political opinion rather than for educational purposes. 
The motto of the teachers’ unions, “Education for Democracy 
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and Democracy in Education,” is obviously taken from his 
works. With his friends Cattell and Lovejoy he was active in 
founding the American Association of University Professors and 
he served as its first president. 

Dewey’s trips abroad played a decided part in the evolution of 
his social and political views. The most influential was to Japan 
and China. He had become acquainted with Dr. Yegiro Ono 
when the latter was a student of political economy in Ann Arbor. 
Dr. Ono attained a distinguished position in banking in Japan 
and was in New York on business after Dewey moved there. 
Their friendship was renewed and Dr. Ono, with a professor 
at the Tokyo Imperial University, arranged that Dewey should 
be invited to lecture at that university during sabbatical leave in 
1918-19. The first half of that winter Dewey lectured at the 
University of California and from there he went to Japan. In 
Tokyo Mr. and Mrs. Dewey visited the I. Nitobes, who hos- 
pitably opened their charming home to them for the period of 
the lectures. Mrs. Nitcbe was an American of Quaker descent 
and the months at the Nitobe home, with the university connec- 
tion, brought the Deweys into close contact with the liberal 
culture of Japan, including its comparatively small feminist 
movement. The liberal movement in that country probably 
reached its height at about this time, due to the success of the 
Allies in the war. It was even possible for Dewey to be invited 
to lecture on democracy. The close affiliation of Japanese 
thought and action with German and the tendency of the ablest 
men to go into the army were, however, apparent even then. 

While in Japan, Dewey was visited by former students from 
China, including Chancellor Chiang Mon-Lin of the National 
University of Peking, who invited him to lecture in China for 
a year under the auspices of a newly formed Chinese Society. 
Dewey obtained leave of absence from Columbia and sailed for 
China on a visit which was to lengthen to two years. 

What was later to be a well organized student movement 
was beginning to take form in 1919. In fact, the Chancellor, 
who had accompanied the Deweys to Hangchow after they 
landed at Shanghai, returned suddenly to Peking because uni- 
versity students had been arrested for vigorous demonstrations 
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against the Cabinet, which they considered pro-Japanese. From 
the start of their visit the Deweys saw the power of the student 
and teaching class in China and the potentialities of public 
opinion acting in non-political channels. For the student strike 
aroused so much public sympathy that when the government 
offered to release the students they refused to leave until they 
received a formal apology from the Cabinet. The fact that the 
leadership of the movement to modernize China, by ridding it 
of Japanese control and turning the nominal republic into genu- 
inely democratic channels, lay in educational circles gave the 
Deweys an extraordinary opportunity to know at first hand the 
forces at work. Dewey was especially fortunate in his inter- 
preters, advisors and guides. Chief among them was Dr. Hu 
Shih, now Ambassador from China to the United States. Hu 
Shih had taken a doctorate at Columbia and returned to China 
to take a leading part in the “literary revolution,” a movement 
to substitute the, spoken language for classic Chinese, which was 
understood only by professior al scholars. The movement spread 
with a rapidity which surprised its initiators and served alike to 
form a wider educational basis, as textbooks were written in a 
language with which pupils were familiar, and to disseminate 
modern ideas among the literate public. 

Besides lecturing in the National Universities at Peking and 
at Nanking (where Dr. W. T. Tao, also a former Columbia 
student, was dean) the Deweys visited almost every capital of 
the Pacific coast provinces from Mukden to Canton and a num- 
ber of capitals of interior provinces. His lectures were attended 
not only by students and teachers but by other representatives 
of the educated classes and were reported fully in the local news- 
papers. In many cases they were recorded by a stenographer and 
published in pamphlets which had a wide circulation. Mrs. 
Dewey also lectured and she was made an honorary Dean of 
Women at Nanking. Coeducation was just beginning in China 
and the Deweys were at Nanking for the sumnier session at 
which women were, for the first thne, admitted to classes on the 
same footing with men. Mrs. Dewey’s encouragement of the 
feminist movement in Chinese education was commemorated 
recently when, with traditional ceremonies, a delegation of Chi- 
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nesc students presented a scroll honoring her services to her 
family in New York. This recognition, a cherished memory of 
the family, recalls the warmth with which the Chinese received 
the Deweys at a time when democratic and national ideals were 
spreading rapidly in their country. The Deweys were the first 
foreign lecturers under specifically Chinese auspices and were 
accepted into such close association with Chinese as to become 
familiar with their point of view on internal and international 
problems. 

Whatever the influence of Dewey upon China, his stay there 
had a deep and enduring influence upon him. He left feeling 
a£Fection and admiration not only for the scholars with whom 
he had been intimately associated but for the Chinese people 
as a whole. China remains the country nearest his heart after 
his own. The change from the United States to an environment 
of the oldest culture in the world struggling to adjust itself to 
new conditions was so great as to act as a rebirth of intellectual 
enthusiasms. It provided a living proof of the value of social 
education as a means of progress. His visits to Turkey in 1924 
and to Mexico in 1926 confirmed his belief in the power and 
necessity of education to secure revolutionary changes to the 
benefit of the individual, so that they cannot become mere al- 
terations in the external form of a nation’s culture. 

In Russia his chief contacts were with educationalists; his time 
there was too short for investigation of economic and political 
fields. His experience in other countries had taught him to be 
distrustful of the ability and desire of officials and politicians 
to give an honest statement of conditions. His membership in 
a visiting group of American educators brought him into rela- 
tions with remarkable Russian men and women, teachers and 
students, who were ardently convinced of the necessary place 
of education with a social aim and cooperative methods in mak- 
ing secure the purposes of the revolution. They were enthusi- 
astically engaged in building a new and better world. Their 
interest in the economic and political aspects of the revolution 
came from their belief that these would serve to liberate the 
powers of all individuals. The impression he derived from these 
associations was so unlike the beliefs current in the United States 
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that he wrote a series of articles very sympathetic in tone with 
the U. S. S. R., which led to his being described as a “Bolshevik” 
and a “red” in the conservative press. 

His Russian trip took place in 1928, when the earlier “free- 
dom” of pupils to dictate to teachers and educational authori- 
ties had been curbed and before the later scholastic regimenta- 
tion was established. Although there was much political propa- 
ganda in the schools, there was also in the better ones a genuine 
promotion of personal judgment and voluntary cooperation. 
The reports which came to him after the high-pressure five year 
plan was put into effect of the increasing regimentation of the 
schools and of their use as tools for limited ends were a great dis- 
appointment to Dewey. After the Moscow trials of the old Bol- 
sheviks he concluded that the clash of what appeared to be creeds 
of political sects, which he had believed to be similar to those of 
sects in the formation of Christian dogma, had a deeper meaning; 
events in Russia were interpretable as the effects of any dogmatic 
social theory, in contrast to democratic liberalism. 

His visit to Russia was short but it had a sequel which greatly 
extended his knowledge of affairs in the Soviet Union. He was 
invited to be a member of the Commission of Inquiry into the 
Charges Against Leon Trotsky at the Moscow Trial. While he 
believed in the right of every accused person to a hearing, this 
belief did not of itself lead him to accept. Upon the personal 
side he felt that it was an opportunity to carry on his own prac- 
tical education in the principles of social action, in this case as 
illustrated in the theory of violent class conflict and class dic- 
tatorship. The immediate result for him was the study not only 
of all the official reports on the Moscow trials but of the trans- 
lated writings of Lenin and other revolutionary leaders. This 
convinced him that the method of violent revolution and dicta- 
torship was by its very nature ineffective in producing the ends 
sought, no nutter which particular set of leaders, illustrated in 
this case by Trotskyites and Stalinists, came into power. In his 
own phrase, “to be asked to choose between Bolshevism and 
Fascism is to be asked to choose between the G. P. U. and the 
Gestapo.” The public result of the inquiry was the publication 
of two volumes, one a verbatim report of the hearings held at 
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Trotsky’s home in Meodco City, the other an analysis of the evi- 
dence on both sides and a statement of The Commission’s find- 
ings which was published under the title Not Guilty. In left 
wing literary circles he was now denounced indifferently as a 
Trotskyite or as a reactionary and a section of the conservative 
press welcomed him into a fold in which he has never belonged. 
All of his political activities are explainable by a belief in what 
was called “Americanism” before that term was associated by 
war propaganda with “jingoism” and by economic reactionaries 
with a laissez faire financial and industrial policy. This belief is 
now more commonly known as “liberalism” but, in explaining 
Dewey’s activities, this word must be taken in its old-fashioned 
American sense. 

Of the interaction of public activities and technical philosophy 
he states: “I have usually, if not always, held an idea first in its 
abstract form, often as a matter chiefly of logical or dialectic 
consistency or of the power of words to suggest ideas. Some per- 
sonal experience, through contact with individuals, groups, or 
(as in visits to foreign countries) peoples, was necessary to give 
the idea concrete significance. There are no ideas which are 
original in substance, but a common substance is given a new 
expression when it operates through the medium of individual 
temperament and the peculiar, unique, incidents of an individual 
life. When, to take an example, I formed the idea that the 
‘mind’ of an individual, the set of beliefs expressed in his be- 
havior, is due to interaction of social conditions with his native 
constitution, my share in the life of family and other groups gave 
the idea concrete personal significance. Again the idea that lay 
back of my educational undertaking was a rather abstract one 
of the relation of knowledge and,action. My school work trans- 
lated this into a much more vital form. I reached fairly early in 
the growth of my ideas a belief in the intimate and indissoluble 
connection of means used and ends reached. I doubt if the force 
of the idea in the theory of social action would have come home 
to me without my experience in social and political movements, 
culminating in events associated with my membership in the 
Trotsky Inquiry Commission. My theories of mind-body, of 
the coordination of the active elements of the self and of the 
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place of ideas in inhibition and control of overt action required 
contact with the work of F. M. Alexander and in later years 
his brother, A. R., to transform them into realities. My ideas 
tend, because of my temperament, to take a schematic form in 
which logical consistency is a dominant consideration, but I have 
been fortunate in a variety of contacts that has put substance 
into these forms. The fruits of responsiveness in these matters 
have confirmed ideas first aroused on more technical grounds of 
philosophical study. My belief in the office of intelligence as a 
continuously reconstructive agency is at least a faithful report 
of my own life and experience.” 
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DEWEY’S CONCEPTION OF PHILOSOPHY 

I N HIS opening contribution to Studies in Logical Theory ^ 
Dewey outlined a conception of philosophy which, from the 
vantage point of the present time, we can see he has been work- 
ing on and working out ever since. It has not, however, been a 
development proceeding on a smooth and unbroken line. It 
has not been an unperturbed and undeviating unfoldment of an 
ideally preformed idea, nourished and sustained by an environ- 
ment ideally preformed for it. Rather has the development 
been of a more natural, even of a more human sort. Its historic 
career is marked by crises, by phases of change — and some of 
them of major importance. Hence in our discussion we shall, to 
some extent, follow the historic route. 

I 

Philosophy, as described in the essay referred to (“The Rela- 
tionship of Thought and Its Subject-Matter”) has three areas 
of inquiry. For the sake of convenience, these may be provi- 
sionally represented in the form of three concentric circles. The 
first area, bounded by the innermost circle, is occupied by re- 
flective thought, by logic, or what Dewey now calls inquiry. In 
the second area are the typical modes of human experience, such 
as the practical or utilitarian, the esthetic, religious, socio-ethical, 
scientific. Philosophic inquiry here concerns itself with analyz- 
ing what these modes of experience are and, particularly, with 
discovering their interrelations, how one leads into and emerges 
out of the other, how the practical or utilitarian develops, per- 
haps, into the scientific, the scientific into the esthetic or vice 
versa or whatever the case may be discovered to be. The third 
area is that of the socio-cultural world, society in its organized 
and institutional form, the world which generates what we 
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commonly and quite accurately call “social questions.” Of the 
myriad possible questions that can be found here for philosophy 
to study and answer, Dewey singled out the following as rep- 
resentative samples: “the value of research for social progress; 
the bearing of psychology upon educational procedure; the mu- 
tual relations of fine and industrial art; the question of the 
extent and nature of specialization in science in comparison with 
the claims of applied science; the adjustment of religious aspi- 
rations to scientific statements; the justification of a refined cul- 
ture for a few in face of economic insufficiency for the mass, the 
relation of organization to individuality.’” 

Today, at any rate, there is nothing new in this conception 
of the subject-matter of philosophy, taken distributively. To 
what extent Dewey’s own work has contributed to making our 
contemporary range of philosophic interest and work legitimate, 
familiar and accepted we need not stop to inquire. But the sig- 
nificance of Dewey’s conception is not to be found in the mere 
extension of the range, significant as that undoubtedly was and 
is. It is to be found in the idea of the interrelation of the three 
areas: that they are functional distinctions, discriminable divi- 
sions within one inclusive field of experience, the boundary lines 
being neither fixed nor impermeable, marking off, but not in- 
sulating any one from any of the rest. 

The fundamental idea then is that the primary subject-matter 
of philosophic inquiry is a continuously interconnected field of 
experience. But philosophy, especially in the modern epoch and 
as an academic pursuit, does not receive its subject-matter in its 
primary form. It receives it, instead, in derivative forms of vari- 
ous orders of remoteness and complication. It gets bundles of 
highly intellectualized and generalized problems. Each bundle 
is outfitted with its own tag: epikemology, ethics, logic, es- 
thetics, social philosophy and whatnot. Philosophy is an enter- 
prise of reflective thought and not only should but can only 
deal with problems in a reflective or intellectual way. But when 
each bundle of intellectualized problems is treated as if it con- 
stituted a separate and distinct substantive realm, as being the 
original and primary subject-matter of inquiry, philosophy, in- 
stead of prospering as a reflective enterprise, degenerates into a 

' Reprinted in Etsays in Experimental Logic, 99. 
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mere dialectical process of untying each bundle in some way 
and tying it up again in another. 

To recur to our three concentric circles for a moment. The 
contents of those circles, as described above, were all intellec- 
tualized contents, that is, problems already given an intellectual 
form. This is as true of the “social questions” which are the 
contents of the outer circle as it is of the contents located in the 
others. “The relation of organization to individuality, the jus- 
tification of a refined culture for a few in face of economic in- 
sufficiency for the mass, the value of research for social prog- 
ress” and so on, are, with respect to their intellectual form, on 
a par with any other intellectual problems conceived or conceiv- 
able. However, no one of ordinary commonsense would confuse 
these “social questions,” or intellectualized problems, with the 
actual social conditions that raise those questions or that are 
those problems. And certainly no one of commonsense would 
substitute the former for the latter, treating the social questions 
as self-sufficient in themselves, as being the primary and origi- 
nal subject-matter and pushing the social conditions completely 
to one side as irrelevant, if not even non-existent. 

Whether any philosopher ever succeeded in making a com- 
plete substitution of the sort indicated, in any field whatsoever, 
is more than doubtful. Indeed, it is certain that none ever did. 
Such a feat is beyond the powers even of a philosopher, no 
matter how “idealistically” or “intellectual istically” he may be 
constitutioned or conditioned. However, the temptation to make 
the substitution is omnipresent in the intellectual class, and the 
one to which philosophers most frequently and recurrently fall. 
In the degree that the substitution is made, to that degree does 
philosophy become a vain dispute and an arid verbal jugglery. 
The stress falls on substitution and in the sense indicated. Re- 
flective inquiry, philosophic or otherwise, can handle an actual 
condition that is a problem only by transforming it into an in- 
tellectual form. But such a transformation, when understood 
and handled as such, is what Dewey calls a surrogate for the 
actual problem, not a substitute for it. An architect engaged on 
the problem of remodelling a house uses a blueprint. The blue- 
print is an intellectualized form of the actual house, a surrogate 
for it. An architect does not substitute his blueprint for the 
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house} he does not consider the blueprint as constituting the 
original and primary subject-matter of his inquiry} and he 
does not think that he changes the house when he changes the 
blueprint — although changing the blueprint may be all that he 
professionally contributes towards the consummation of that 
Anal end. 

Let us suppose there .is an architect’s office, full of blueprints 
of various orders and descriptions, rolled up in different sets. 
Now put a philosopher in that office, bolt the door and shutter 
the windows and what can he do? It all depends upon what the 
philosopher experienced before he was imprisoned. If he can 
read the blueprints and has an active and fertile mind, there is 
no telling what he will be able to do with them, what strange 
new blueprint or system of blueprints he will be able to fashion 
out of the blueprints before him. But suppose the philosopher 
who was sealed in the office was grabbed out of the transcen- 
dental blue and was transported and imprisoned so quickly he 
had no time to have any earthly experience on the way? What 
could he do with the blueprints? Barring miracles, whatever 
he did would be a purely transcendental doing, having no rela- 
tion whatever to the earthly blueprints, what they stand for 
and where they came from, what they are surrogates of and 
what they are used for. Our transcendental philosopher would 
be bottled up in the architect’s office much as the mind is still 
supposed by some to be bottled up in the brain or some part of 
the brain. 

Pictorial analogies or illustrations when taken too literally 
or when pressed too far are bound to be misleading. However, 
if in the foregoing illustration the appropriate substitutions are 
made, the result is a fair picture of the kind of situation in 
philosophy against which Dewey fundamentally protested in 
Studies in Logical T heory and which his own conception of the 
nature of philosophic inquiry was designed to correct. 

II 

The problem of unbolting the door and unshuttering the 
windows of the philosopher’s study is the problem of establish- 
ing continuous, functional connection between philosophic in- 
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quiry and all other activities of human beings, including among 
the latter of course other activities of inquiry, such as the sd- 
entific. 

How can this be done? Poised as an abstract problem at large 
and this problem itself becomes a dialectical one of the in- 
soluble variety, on the order of the problem of determining 
whether an “inside” mind can know an “outside” world. If 
we start off with the mind at large as being “inside” and the 
world at large as being “outside,” the dialectical operation can 
be pursued indefinitely without ever effecting any connection, 
let alone a functional connection, between the two. In the 
course of the dialectic, the mind and the world may exchange 
positions, recurrently yielding what superficially may seem to 
be the amazing result of getting the world “inside” and the 
mind “outside.” But such consequence, should it prove unduly 
unpleasant to contemplate, can always be reversed by carrying 
the dialectic one round further. Similarly, if we start off with 
philosophy at large and seek by dialectic to connect it with the 
common world of human experience and affairs at large. In 
fact, the two problems are variants of the same. 

The only way in which the connection can be shown to be 
— for it is and does not have to be made — is by giving up the 
futile task of abstractedly considering “problems in general” 
and approaching all problems empirically, as a series of specific, 
concrete problems. Does this beg the question? Dewey has 
formulated his answer in a great variety of ways, sometimes 
more clearly and sometimes less. The fundamental idea recur- 
ring in all his answers is that this does not beg the question: 
the only thing it begs is the empirical method and this only 
at the outset. Thenceforward, the method proves itself by 
its works. 

Of course, the contemporary philosopher in “begging” the 
adoption of the empirical method for use in philosophy is not 
asking philosophers to start out on a completely blind hunch. 
The scientists have been empirical in their procedure for quite 
some time now, and it is agreed on all hands that it is a good 
procedure, that, to put it in the vernacular, it produces the 
goods. The “appeal to example” is as significant in the intel- 
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lectual as m the moral life. It has at least a quasi-logical force. 
One scientist does something in a certain way, getting certain 
results, and that way becomes an “example” for other scientists 
to follow j not slavishly and blindly, of course, but nevertheless 
something to follow. There is a logical presumption in its favor 
— ^in so far forth. Likewise when it is a case of adopting a 
method used in one field for use in another field. Of course, 
the justification of a method comes through the fruits of its use 
where it is used. It is not and cannot be justified by pointing 
to its fruitfulness elsewhere or whence it was taken. Arguments 
for adopting empirical method in philosophy because the sci- 
entists use that method are, therefore, at the outset, always of 
the nature of “begging j” they are, in the good sense of the 
term, hortatory. This of course applies equally to any method 
to be adopted for use in any field, or any part of any field. 

That a method justifies itself by the goods it produces where 
it is used is a principle that cuts both ways. It operates to cut a 
method out as well as to cut a method in. Cutting a method 
out that is deeply entrenched is no simple, automatic or instan- 
taneous affair. It is accomplished only progressively, only in 
the course of actually reconstructing the field by the operative 
use of the new method. 

The adoption of the empirical method for use in philosophy 
may be considered to be in the nature of an initial attitude or 
standpoint taken towards the work, that is, the assumption of 
the empirical attitude is of the nature of an overt act whereby 
the philosopher identifies himself as one human being among 
other human beings, as one worker among other workers, or 
what amounts to the same, whereby he identifies his field of 
work as one field among others and functionally interrelated 
with them. Since the contemporary 'philosopher certainly is not 
in the position of one who stands just in front of the threshold 
of Creation, what this act means concretely is that all the 
achievements of the human race, all the methods of work, all 
the products and results that have already been developed by 
those methods in all other fields are legitimately opened for 
his use. The whole world of human achievement, the world of 
goods, becomes a community store to which the empirical phi- 
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losopher has rightful access and from which he may rightfully 
take what he needs and as he needs it. (And to which, it may 
immediately be added, he is under obligation to give something 
in return.) As a matter of fact, even the most non-empirical 
philosophers have not hesitated to take what they wanted, no 
matter how empirical the place where they found it. This fact, 
which Dewey has very amply documented, is not, to be sure, 
a reflection on their morals, but it is an indictment of their 
philosophical position. 

Ill 

With the assumption of the empirical attitude, the problems 
in philosophy cease to be unique, parthenogenetic creations. 
They become formulations in philosophy of common problems 
arising out of common experience. They all have empirical 
fathers who can be empirically traced, located and identified. 
And this precisely becomes the task of empirical philosophy, as 
Dewey conceives it, with respect to the class of problems in phi- 
losophy that have by virtue of their formulation f.cquired the 
character of being inherently insoluble. From Dewey’s empiri- 
cal standpoint an insoluble problem is of the nature of an in- 
tellectual disease; it is what we may call a “diseased formula- 
tion” and the empirical remedy (and the only remedy) consists 
in tracing the “problem” as it appears in philosophy back to 
its origins in the primary subject-matter of experience and find- 
ing out how, in the course of its intellectual genetic-history, it 
got that way. How complicated and extensive a process this be- 
comes when carried out in some detail can be seen, for example, 
in Experience and Nature and T he Quest for Certainty. 

The fundamental principle of the remedial process is, how- 
ever, rather simple. Dewey briefly indicated its nature in 
Studies in Logical Theory, and though brief, it is in some ways 
the best explanation he has given of his own modus operandi. 
It can be most expeditiously described by referring again to 
the three concentric circles. They comprise the inclusive area 
within which philosophic inquiry is going on. Examination of 
the contents will reveal that at least some of the contents in one 
area appear in other areas in other forms and on different con- 
textual scales. The method Dewey prescribed and has so ex- 
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tensively and effectively used is that “of working back and 
forth between the larger and the narrower fields, transforming 
every increment upon one side into a method of work upon the 
other, and thereby testing it.”* Uppermost in Dewey’s mind, 
at the time of writing, was the function this “double movement” 
performs in testing every increment gained. But it also func- 
tions to uncover new clews and leads both for solutions and 
problems and thus is accumulative as well as corrective. Fur- 
thermore, this accumulative and corrective process is the natural 
matrix out of which develop new varieties of empirical method. 
For empirical method does not consist of a single, linear rule. 
It is multi-dimensional and many-potentialed, acquiring dif- 
ferent specific forms through use in different specific situations, 
and displaying new powers with every new way in which it is 
used. When empirical method is deliberately adopted for philo- 
sophic use, it has also to be adapted. Since Dewey’s “double 
movement” is a method of working within the field of phi- 
losophy which exhibits the two fundamental features of empiri- 
cal method as that operates in scientific inquiry it may fairly be 
considered as being a natural adaptation of that method. 

The concentric circles give, of course, a cross-sectional view, 
or the area of philosophic inquiry (as Dewey conceived it in 
1903). But the actual field of philosophic inquiry has depth 
and temporal length as well. It is the socio-cultural world in 
its full-dimensional, historical character. The method of work- 
ing back and forth between the narrower and larger fields 
means, therefore, working back and forth between the tech- 
nical study of the intellectualized problems in philosophy and 
the common world of experience, the socio-cultural conditions 
and activities, including the scientific, which generate- or are 
those problems. 

IV 

In Studies in Logical Theory, the distinction between what 
we may call “problems in general” and “general problems” is 
clearly recognized and made. All “problems in general” or 
“problems uberhaupT* are diseased formulations of general 
problems. Thus the problem of “knowledge in general” (“Is 

* Reprinted in Essays in Exferinuntal Logic ^ 103-104. 
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Knowledge Possible?”) is a diseased formulation of the prob- 
lem of developing a general theory of knowledge or a general 
logic. From the scientific empirical standpoint Dewey took in 
those early essays and which he has maintained ever since, it 
is just as intelligent for a philosopher to ask “Is Knowledge 
Possible?” as it would be for a scientist to ask “Is Motion Pos- 
sible?” There are specific cases of motion and scientific inquiry 
begins by observing (and experimenting with) these specific 
cases. Although there is no “motion in general” (and hence 
no “problem in general”) the scientist none the less has a gen- 
eral problem, namely, the problem of developing a general 
theory of motion or, what is the same thing for him, formulat- 
ing general laws of motion. The general laws, furthermore, 
are not proved valid, are not tested and established by their 
ability to evaporate out of scientific existence the specific cases 
of motion going on and observed but, on the contrary, their 
validity is established by their ability to explain or account for 
the specific cases. 

Similarly with the general problem of knowledge which is 
the concern of the philosopher in his restricted capacity as logi- 
cian. Any general theory of knowledge, any general formula- 
tion he reaches, must be competent to explain or account for 
the specific cases of knowing going on. However attractive and 
admirable his general formulation may be in all other respects, 
if it does not meet this fundamental requirement it is invalid 
or incompetent. A great deal of rightful enthusiasm has been 
poured over Newton’s general laws of motion. But suppose the 
characteristic of those laws was that they accounted for “all 
motion” only by making every actual motion unaccountable. 
Would we then be as enthusiastic? To ask the question is to 
answer it. Why then any enthusiasm over general philosophic 
formulations which display their competence to account for a 
total field of inquiry by the method of rendering inexplicable 
and unaccountable everything that actually occui's within that 
field? Should we not enforce on philosophic generalizations the 
same demand we enforce on scientific generalizations? For the 
philosopher who, like Dewey, has taken the empirical attitude 
only an unequivocal affirmative answer is possible. For by 
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taking the attitude, by identifying his field of work as one among 
others, he has given up all special privileges, all claims to ex- 
clusive, prerogative treatment and consideration. Hence when 
he concerns himself with the general problem of knowledge 
he proceeds with the firm and basic understanding that his solu- 
tion of that problem, the general formulations he reaches must 
be such that they will include, not exclude, will account for, not 
render unaccountable, the actual ways of knowing which occur. 
The common man and the scientist experience no “metaphysi- 
cal” problem, they suffer from no “metaphysical” fright, when 
engaged in the enterprise of knowing. For them, knowing and 
knowledge do not rend their experience into two inexplicably 
unjoinable parts. For the common man and scientist, knowl- 
edge does not divide off and then hermetically seal the divisions. 
It does just the opposite: it functions to break through divisions 
that have for other, non-knowledge causes, occurred. Knowl- 
edge, as actually exemplified in experience, does not create 
breaches but heals them; it does not function to disrupt and 
disintegrate experience but, on the contrary, operatively func- 
tions to deepen and to expand, to re-integrate and integrate ex- 
perience in adequate and more comprehensive and more fruit- 
ful ways. The general formulation of the philosopher must 
therefore meet these specific conditions. If it does not, there is 
only one conclusion that can be drawn: the philosopher has, 
in the course of his work, severed all connection between his 
field of inquiry and all other fields. He has set himseif up as 
an emperor in a self-created and insulated empire of his own. 

The philosophic task, then, is to reach generalizations that 
meet specific conditions. This is Dewey’s position. How is this 
done.? Let us quote: 

Generalization of the nature of the reflective process certainly involves 
elimination of much of the specific material and contents of the thought- 
situations of daily life and of critical science. Quite compatible with this, 
however, is the notion that it seizes upon certain specific conditions and 
factors, and aims to bring them to clear consciousne.ss — not to abolish 
them. While eliminating the particular material of particular practical 
and scientific pursuits, (i) it may strive to hit upon the common de- 
nominator in the various situations which are antecedent or primary to 
thought and which evoke it; (2) it may attempt to show how typical 
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features in the specific antecedents of thought call out diverse typical 
modes of thought-reaction; (3) it may attempt to state the nature of 
the specific consequences in which thought fulfills its career.* 

There is, then, according to Dewey, no opposition or conflict 
between philosophic concern with the general or generic and 
interest in the specific. In fact, the etiology of all diseased for- 
mulations, for example of the diseased formulation of the gen- 
eral problem of knowledge as the problem of “knowledge in 
general” is, as Dewey then diagnosed the case, chiefly if not ex- 
clusively to be found in the fact that logicians apparently be- 
lieved that there is an irreconcilable opposition between the two 
and hence in constructing their general theories always worked 
to eliminate the specific entirely. Wherefore their theories were 
doomed to end up as one or other of the extant varieties of 
diseased formulations, that is, were doomed to end up by pre- 
senting in an insoluble intellectualized form the original prob- 
lem they started out to solve. 

Dewey’s theory of knowledge or general logic of reflective 
thought is here introduced for illustration not discussion. It 
is a specific example of an essential, indeed basic element in his 
general doctrine in Studies in Logical Theory regarding phi- 
losophy. There the concern of philosophy with general prob- 
lems is not only admitted as a legitimate concern but the com- 
petence of philosophy to arrive at solutions of general prob- 
lems, its competence to reach general theories or formulations 
• i« insisted upon as the foundation of philosophy’s ultimate effec- 
tiveness as Dewey then envisioned it. 

As there described, philosophy, from an initiating and re- 
stricted interest in the logic of reflection develops into a “gen- 
eral logic of experience.” When thus developed it “gets the 
significance of a method.” Its business ceases to be that of de- 
fending any vested interest or traditional order in society or 
any entrenched conception of Reality. Its business hecomes that 
of freely and unprejudicially (or scientifically) examining the 
various typical modes of experience and discovering their rela- 
tionships to each other and their respective claims. When fully 
realized as a method, Dewey envisioned philosophy as doing 

* Essays in Exferimental Logic, 83-84} iStdics in original. 
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“for social qualities and aims what the natural sciences after 
centuries of struggle are doing for activity in the physical 
realm.” Philosophy would answer the “social questions” of 
which some examples were cited earlier. Philosophy alone 
would answer these questions because only philosophy, in the 
course of realizing itself, would have acquired the requisite 
foundation of general method. 

The three stages of philosophy’s development are diagram- 
matically represented by our three concentric circles — to refer 
to this device for the last time. In view of what has already been 
said, it is clear that Dewey did not conceive of these stages as 
separate and distinct, as following upon one another in discrete 
succession. He conceived of the stages in just the opposite way: 
as indissolubly and interactively interconnected, as discrimi- 
nable phases of a temporal or natural-historical development. 
The solution of problems in philosophy can be reached only by 
working back and forth between the technical or private do- 
main of philosophy and the final or public domain of socio- 
cultural experience. For philosophy to solve its own intellec- 
tualized problems it must move into the common field of prob- 
lematic situations. And just as truly, if philosophy is ever to 
become able to handle social situations successfully or construc- 
tively, it must begin to handle them — its ability progressing 
in the “double” process; the periodic return of philosophy into 
its technical domain being an essential phase of the way phi- 
losophy perfects its general methods. In sum, for philosophy 
to develop either way, within its own technical confines or within 
the inclusive social world, the “double movement” must be 
continuously maintained. Undoubtedly there is a groat temp- 
tation to say that answering “social questions” would be “ap- 
plied philosophy” but such temptation must be resolutely 
denied. For such a distinction involves the idea that methods 
and application can be separated, that methods can somehow be 
developed in some sequestered location and then “applied” to 
the situations. Which is fundamentally contradictory to Dewey’s 
doctrine. And at any rate in the sphere of “social questions” al- 
most every one admits the inherent absurdity of the idea that 
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methods and application can be separated. This idea is popu- 
larly known as sentimentalism or utopianism. 

Dewey did not of course see philosophy as maturing to its 
full powers as a “method” immediately or even soon. But it was 
in the direction of attaining this maturity that philosophy’s 
destiny lay, the ultimate end in view of which the reconstruc- 
tion of philosophy was to be undertaken. 

V 

In the period between 1903 and 1920, the publication dates 
respectively of Studies in Logical Theory and Reconstruction 
in Philosophy, many things happened in the world. For one 
thing, the brood of social sciences was growing larger and even 
growing up. And they were obviously increasing their business 
by taking away the business of philosophy as Dewey had con- 
ceived it ultimately to be. By all evidences of the times, phi- 
losophy was, in this respect, to repeat its history: its maturation 
as the science of society was to be achieved through the matura- 
tion of the social sciences. 

The second thing we need notice here as having happened 
during this period is the World War. It was largely, though 
not exclusively, in connection with the social problems created 
by the War — while it was in progress and for some years after 
— that Dewey developed his publicist activity, directly partici- 
pating in current, almost day to day, public affairs. By far the 
major part of his publicist writings belong to the years 1917- 
1923. Reconstruction in Philosophy, one of the more widely 
read and known of Dewey’s volumes, belongs very definitely 
to this period. Since it is the only volume of this period that 
covers the whole field of philosophy, we may fairly take it as 
representative of one of the major changes in Dewey’s concep- 
tion of philosophy referred to at the outset. If the change were 
exclusively restricted to this period, or were to be found only in 
this book, it would deserve some notice, but only of a passing 
sort. But recurrent echoes of the strain here developed are ob- 
servable, if not in all Dewey’s subsequent writings, at any rate, 
in a goodly portion of them. 
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In Reconstruction in Philosophy two different, though not 
unrelated, conceptions of philosophy 'and its function are ad- 
vanced. One is the conception that philosophy “is vision” and 
“that its chief function is to free men’s minds from bias and 
prejudice and to enlarge their perceptions of the world about 
them.”* Although this conception of philosophy is not new 
with Dewey, it is not unreasonable to suppose that the promi- 
nence it acquires, not only in this book, but throughout this 
period and subsequently, is not unconnected with the rise and 
development of the social sciences. 

The other conception of philosophy is a revised version of 
philosophy as social method, as an “organ for dealing with . . . 
the social and moral strifes of [our] day.”' There is, of course, 
no contradiction or opposition between these two conceptions, 
they do lead into and out of each other, but there is at least 
a difference in emphasis between them, which difference some- 
times becomes very important, if not crucial. “To say frankly 
that philosophy can proffer nothing but hypotheses, and that 
these hypotheses are of value only as they render men’s minds 
more sensitive to life about them”® is qualitatively different 
from saying with equal frankness: “the task of future philoso- 
phy is to clarify men’s ideas as to the social and moral strifes 
of their own day. Its aim is to become so far as is humanly pos- 
sible an organ for dealing with these conflicts.’” 

But it is not the relation between these two conceptions of 
philosophy that we want to discuss just now. It is the second 
conception only that is of immediate concern. In this book, 
there is a fundamental conflict in doctrine with respect to this 
second conception. It occurs throughout, sometimes becoming 
acute, sometimes practically disappearing entirely. In terms of 
the foregoing discussion, this conflict may be said to turn on 
the fact that Dewey recurrently forgets the fundamental dis- 
tinction he made in Studies in 'Logical Theory and confuses 
what we called “problems in general” with “general problems” 

'Reconstruction in Philosoffsy, 21. 

'Ibid., 2«. 

'ibid., 22; italics mine. 

'IbU., 26. 
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and because of this mistaken identification repeatedly is led from 
the argument that the former are intellectual chimeras (which 
they are) to the conclusion that the latter are of the same char- 
acter (which they are not). 

Thus, for example, in considering various theories of society 
Dewey 

plunge [s] into the heart of the matter, by asserting that these various 
theories suffer from a common defect. They are all committed to the 
logic of general notions under which specific situations are to be brought. 
What we want light upon is this or that group of individuals, this or 
that concrete human being, this or that special institution or social ar- 
rangement. For such a logic of inquiry, the traditionally accepted logic 
substitutes discussion of the meaning of concepts and their dialectical re- 
lationship to one another. The discussion goes on in terms of the state, 
the individual ; the nature of institutions as such, society in general.* 

Now from this thoroughly sound criticism of “notions in 
general” — “society in general,” “the state in general,” “the 
individual in general” — ^Dewey passes to a conclusion which is 
tantamount to a denial of the need for any general theory of 
society, of the state, of the individual, etc. “The social phi- 
losopher, dwelling in the region of his concepts, ‘solves’ prob- 
lems by showing the relationship of ideas, instead of helping 
men solve problems in the concrete by supplying them hypothe- 
ses to be used and tested in projects of reform.”* And on the 
next page he is even more specific: “In the question of methods 
concerned with reconstruction of special situations rather than 
in any refinements in the general concepts of institution, indi- 
viduality, state, freedom, law, order, progress, etc., lies the true 
impact of philosophical reconstruction.’”® 

A great deal of course can be made of the terms “refinement” 
and “impact” but a dialectical exegesis is uncalled for. On an 
earlier page, Dewey writes as follows: 

Knowing, for the experimental sciences, means a certain kind of intel- 
ligently conducted doing; it ceases to be contemplative and becomes in 
a true sense practical. Now this implies that philosophy, unless it is to 

* Ibid., 188) Dewey’s italics. 

* Ibid., 191. 

”Ibid., 193. 
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undergo a complete break with the authorized spirit of science, must 
also alter its nature. It must assume a practical nature; it must become 
operative and experimental.^' 

Now there can be no doubt that the theory of knowing as con- 
templative was also “operative” in the very important sense 
that it operated to influence men’s minds and thus to some ex- 
tent guide their conduct, misguidance being also a form of 
guidance. In fact, to render this theory innocuous or inoperative 
was the chief purpose of the book under discussion. In a very 
real sense, it may truly be said that Dewey has dedicated his 
life’s work to the accomplishnient of this myriad-formed, if not 
hydra-headed task. For the accomplishment of this task re- 
quires the reconstruction of all philosophic ideas that were 
formed under the influence of the conception of knowing as 
inherently and exclusively contemplative, which means, in ef- 
fect, reconstructing all of them since none escaped this influence. 
The Implication for philosophy of the operative and experi- 
mental character of scientific knowing is not that philosophy 
must change its nature and itself become operative and experi- 
mental in the same direct sense in which laboratory science is 
experimental: the implication is that philosophy must change 
its ideas, its conceptions. Above all it must reconstruct its con- 
ception of knowing so that the operative and experimental char- 
acter of knowing is made an integral part of its general theory 
of knowledge. This is not accomplished — unfortunately not, 
needless to say — when philosophers “insert” the characters of 
operation and experimentation somewhere in their treatises 
(take “notice” of them so to speak) and then go on with their 
business as usual. It is also not accomplished when the element 
of “contemplation” is shoved back so.completely that the proc- 
ess of reconstruction becomes one of substituting the operative 
for the contemplative. And the trend of Dewey’s thought, in 
the period under consideration, was in the direction of making 
some sort of a substitution. Wherefore the two conceptions of 
philosophy which are, in reality, two general conceptions of 
knowledge. 

The title of the hook.— ^Reconstruction in Philosophy — ^tells 

J 'a 

LOi.. Ctt,y I 21. 
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the tale without argument. It is philosophy that Dewey is re- 
constructing. The impact of this reconstruction is to change 
the world or some portion of it through changing men’s minds 
or ideas. But whatever the ultimate change philosophy brings 
about in the world, it is a change that it brings about precisely 
through changing ideas, through reformulating them, recon- 
structing them. It is in this way that philosophy “gets the sig- 
nificance of a method.” Thus, on the heels of the passage cited 
where it is asserted that the true impact of philosophical re- 
construction does not lie in any refinements in the general con- 
cepts, Dewey proceeds exactly to the task of reconstructing the 
general concept of individuality, etc. Speaking generally, and 
I hope without any confusing results, it may be said that 
Dewey’s most important line of reconstruction, along which 
lie his greatest contributions, is his painstaking reconstruction 
of a considerable number of “concepts in general” into “general 
concepts.” When thus reconstructed, the specific and special are 
not eliminated or abolished but brought out and embraced. 
Hence the general concepts can also function as general meth- 
ods guiding and controlling action to a prospering and not im- 
poverishing issue. 

As Dewey very clearly puts it in “The Need for a Recovery 
of Philosophy”: 

There are human difficulties of an urgent, deep-seated kind which may 
be clarified by trained reflection, and whose solution may be forwarded 
by the careful development of hypotheses. When it is understood that 
philosophic thinking is caught up in the actual course of events, having 
the office of guiding them towards a prosperous issue, problems will 
abundantly present themselves. Philosophy will not solve these problems; 
philosophy is vision, imagination, reflection — ^and these functions apart 
from action, modify nothing and hence resolve nothing. But in a com- 
plicated and perverse world, action which is not informed with vision, 
imagination and reflection, is more likely to increase confusion and con- 
flict than to straighten things out.’* / 

For good or bad, whether he likes it or not, the philosopher, 
in his professional rapacity, is stuck in the realm of ideas.’* 

“Creative Intelligence, 6j. 

“Perhaps it should be explicitly stated that the intellectual and socio-cultural 
changes mentioned in this section were only the canditiont that occasioned the 
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VI 

In “The Need for a Recovery of Philosophy” Dewey writes 
as follows: 

It is often said that pragmatism, unless it is content to be a contribution 
to mere methodology, must develop a theory of Reality. But the chief 
characteristic trait of the pragmatic notion of reality is precisely that no 
theory of Reality in general, uherhauft, is possible or needed. It finds 
that “reality” is a denotative term, a word used to designate indifferently 
everything that happens. Lies, dreams, insanities, deceptions, myths, 
theories are all of them just the events they specifically are. Pragmatism 
is content to take its stand with science ; for science finds all such events 
to be .subject-matter of description and inquiry — just like stars and fos- 
sils, mosquitos and malaria, circulation and vision. It also takes its stand 
with daily life, which finds that such things really have to be reckoned 
with as they occur interwoven in the texture of events.'* 

Here more explicitly than in our earlier examples, we find 
Dewey going from: the proposition that there is no “Reality in 
general” (which is true) to the conclusion that no general 
theory of reality is possible (which is false). The passage cited 
may rightfully be claimed as itself a nuclear or germinal state- 
ment of a general theory of reality. But it is quite unnecessary 
to argue the point. Just as Dewey in The Public and Its Prob- 
lems thoroughly corrected the idea that a general theory of 
the state and society is not necessary by developing one, so in 
Experience and Nature, which appeared some eight years after 
the citation above was written,** he explicitly developed a gen- 
eral “theory of nature, of the world, of the universe.” 

Experience and Nature thus marks another major change in 
Dewey’s conception of philosophy, what its task is, what it may 
and should undertake to do. The only way of getting rid of 
bad metaphysics is to develop good mietaphysicsj the only way 

emergence of the conflict in doctrine in Reconstruction in Philosofhy, (A full list 
of the conditions would include, of course, as supplementary conditions, the philo- 
sophical controversies between 1903 and 1920.) The cause of the split in doctrine 
is to be found in a fundamental fault (geologically speaking) which lies deep in 
the original formulation of instrumentalism in Studies in Logical Theory, The 
limits of this essay make it imj)ossible to go into this matter any further. 

Ibid. ^ 55 j italics in original. 

** In 1925, to be exact. 
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of getting rid of “Reality in general” is to develop a “general 
theory of reality.” The development of a general theory of 
reality is not of course to be undertaken as a mere task of rid- 
dance. It is a proper and legitimate and needed enterprise on 
its own. Up to Experience and 'Nature Dewey was preoccupied 
with the general problem, or the constellation of general prob- 
lems concerned with locating knowing within experience; and 
then he took on the still more general problem of locating ex- 
perience within nature. The more general problem does not 
abolish or eliminate the less general: it seizes upon the charac- 
teristic traits of the latter and includes them in a wider net- 
work of meanings. The determination of the place of man 
within nature is not achieved by eliminating man from the 
scheme of things. Nor can the scheme of things, or the nature 
of Nature be determined — as Dewey has comprehensively 
pointed out — unless we include man as an integral part within 
that determination. It is a process, again, of working back and 
forth, only now on an all-inclusive scale, or within an all- 
inclusive field. 

VII 

The changes in Dewey’s specific doctrines, his changes within 
the discriminable departments of philosophy, do not concern 
us here. We may therefore consider Experience and Nature as 
being representative of the final major change in Dewey’s con- 
ception of the field of philosophy. 

In the closing chapter of this book, Dewey redefines his 
general conception of philosophy as a “criticism of criticisms.” 
In this definitional formula, the two conceptions we distin- 
guished before — philosophy as “vision, imagination, reflection” 
and philosophy as “social method” — are merged. They are 
merged but not fused. 

Philosophy as a criticism of criticisms differs from other 
criticisms both by virtue of its generality and of its objective 
or orientation. Within each specialized occupation, within the 
boundaries of each profession, technical criticism, competent and 
restricted to that field, goes on. Specialization, professionalism, 
even departmentalization are unavoidable and necessary for 
the successful maintenance and progress of a condition of 
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human society above that of a primordial horde, and of course 
for such a complex culture as our own. But these necessary con- 
ditions, if allowed to develop their particularisms and segrega- 
tions unchecked would bring about the destruction of culture. 
The socio-cultural condition — ^the existential state of affairs, and 
not some transcendental vision — creates the need for an integra- 
tive medium. 

Over-specialization and division of interests, occupations and goods 
create the need for a generalized medium of intercommunication, of 
mutual criticism through all-around translation from one separated 
region of experience into another. Thus philosophy as a critical organ 
becomes in effect a messenger, a liaison officer, making reciprocally in- 
telligible voices speaking provincial tongues, and thereby enlarging as 
well as rectifying the meanings with which they are charged.^® 

Although terminologically this difFers greatly from the con- 
ception of philosophy as a “general logic of experience,” it is 
in its final intent not so very far removed from it. For, clearly, 
by “liaison oflicer” Dewey does not mean a Western Union 
boy. And, equally clearly, by a generalized medium of inter- 
communication he does not mean a “language” into which all 
statements of the particular voices can be translated so that by 
learning this language every one can learn what every one else 
has said (in so far as their sayings have been translated of 
course). Dewey’s generalized medium is one in which the mean- 
ings are enlarged and rectified. Sheer translation does not do 
this — or if it does then it is bad translation. But to enlarge and 
rectify is precisely what philosophy is to do — ^the good of it. 
Philosophy, as a critical organ, is not critically diaphanous. 

From the passage dted one might be tempted to conclude 
that the process of bringing meanings together from different 
fields is the whole of philosophic activity. Undoubtedly, the 
origination of the “generalized medium” must be conceived in 
some such way. However, because philosophy, from its inception, 
has not been a stranger to the ways of men — something from 
on high, separate and alone — it has, in the course of its history, 
been able to acquire a mind of its own. This mind — ^the com- 


^Experience and Nature^ 2nd ed., 410. 
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plex of ideas and meanings we call philosophic — ^is, I think, the 
“generalized medium” whereof Dewey speaks. For to function 
as such a medium, or perhaps better said, to he such a medium, 
has been and is, according to Dewey, the role of philosophy in 
the history of civilization. 

But to be a medium, and consciously and systematically to 
function as a critical medium of intercommunication are not 
quite the same thing. The difference is all-important. Phi- 
losophy has at various times been set up as a separate and pe- 
culiar science, sui generis — the holder of the keys to the uni- 
verse. This, for Dewey, philosophy is not and has not ever been. 
The keys to the universe are not exclusively retained in any one 
pair of hands. They are everywhere about. What philosophy 
does hold is a key position within the development of socio- 
cultural experience. It is an intermediate between the technical 
sciences (natural and social) on the one hand, and on the other, 
the arts and technologies, including among the latter the tech- 
nologies of associated living, the institutions of society, political 
and otherwise. An intermediate is not a go-between. An inter- 
mediate is a functional activity between two qualitatively dif- 
ferentiated functional activities. Philosophy, as an intermediate 
between the sciences and the arts, participates in both their 
functions, being exclusively identifiable with neither. In some 
phases of its work, philosophy nears the sciences: what Dewey 
calls the rectification of meanings: this is philosophy as 
“method.” In other phases, it approaches the arts: the enlarge- 
ment of meanings: this is philosophy as “vision.” Neither can 
be separated from the other. It is a “double movement.” And 
also, it is a “double movement” that does not leave philosophy 
unchanged. The enlargement and rectification can be effected 
in the socio-cultural world only as it occurs in as well as through 
philosophy. Just as philosophy is not a stranger to the ways of 
men, so non-philosophic men are not strangers to philosophy. 
Because of its intermediary function philosophic formulations 
and ideas have gone out into and penetrated all other fields. A 
thoroughgoing reconstruction in philosophy thus involves re- 
construction of ideas in technically non-philosophic domains. 
And reconstruction of ideas in the latter often brings about and 
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compels reconstruction in philosophy. In the historic spread, the 
double movement is continuously going on. 

The other distinguishing characteristic of philosophy as 
criticism is its objective. The ultimate orientation of philosophic 
criticism is towards value. “Criticism is discriminating judg- 
ment, careful appraisal, and judgment is appropriately termed 
criticism wherever the subject-matter of discrimination concerns 
goods or values.”^' In fulfilling this objective, philosophy ac- 
cepts “the best available knowledge of its own time and place” 
and uses this knowledge for the criticism of “beliefs, institutions, 
customs, policies.’”® If this criticism is not to be a particularistic 
series of unrelated objections to thises and thats — piecemeal, 
disconnected, directionless, uncontrolled and uncontrollable — 
some general concepts, which in their functional sum constitute 
a “general method” must be developed. In other words, a gen- 
eral logic of experience is necessary. Philosophy, in Experience 
and Nature^ just as in Studies in Logical Theory ^ is to be this 
general logic. And when fully realized, philosophy will do “for 
social qualities and aims what the natural sciences after cen- 
turies of struggle are doing for activity in the physical realm” 
— if by “what the natural sciences are doing” we understand 
that functional division within the natural sciences which con- 
stitutes its theoretical part. When thus understood the compari- 
son is exact: the theoretical division of the natural sciences is 
the general logic of activity in the physical realm and philosophy 
is (to become) the general logic of activity in the socio-cultural 
realm. 

To understand the matter this way, does not involve destroy- 
ing Dewey’s fundamental doctrine concerning the inseparability 
of theory and practice, for the general logic of experience can 
be developed only through and in the course of the actual prac- 
tices of experience as they concretely manifest themselves in 
the socio-cultural realm. However, in Experience and Nature 
there is a more explicit recognition on Dewey’s part of the func- 
tional division between theory and practice as this division ef- 
fects the content and conduct of philosophy itself. 

What a general logic of experience looks like, and what is 

” Experience and Nature^ 398 . 

“ Ihid,, 408 . 
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its interwoven relation with practice, can be seen by glancing 
over the range of Dewey’s work. For he has not just been 
arguing that philosophy should become a general logic of ex- 
perience. He has been producing one. This is what his works 
functionally sum up to, what, in their total integration, they 
are. 

When we take Dewey’s works severally, they very naturally 
group themselves into special (or specific) logics of the typical 
(or distinctive) modes of experience. Thus to mention only 
some of his representative works: Human Nature and Conduct 
is the special logic of the socio -ethical mode of experience; Art 
as Experience is the special logic of the esthetic mode; A Com- 
mon Faith — of the religious; the early logical works, The 
Quest for Certainty and Logic: The Theory of Inquiry — com- 
prise the special logic of the scientific mode of experience; The 
Public and it Problems y Individualism Old and New, Liberalism 
and Social Action — comprise the socio-practical or utilitarian; 
and here belong all the publicist writings which in their dealings 
with concrete socio-practical problems are tryings out, experi- 
mental testings and elaborations of the special logic of the utili- 
tarian mode; Democracy and Education and the great body of 
work of which this is only a representative, cut across and include 
in various ways all the other special logics for within the school, 
as Dewey conceives it, all typical modes of experience and all 
forms of socio-practical problems are involved; the school is 
not a factory which has an outfit of standardized machines and 
dies for stamping out standardized parts and a conveyor-belt 
along which the standardized parts are assembled into stand- 
ardized models ready for sale. The school, or the total educa- 
tional institution is, for him, both the germinal and cellular 
structure of society: the means by which society not only repro- 
duces itself as a socio-cultural world but also the means by 
which it grows. And finally. Experience and Nature. All modes 
of experience are naturally interconnected, being socio-cultural 
differentiations of common experience. None, therefore, of the 
special logics enumerated is separated and isolated from the 
rest. Common strands weave through them all. The interweav- 
ing of these common strands, the integration of the special logics 
into a comprehensive logic of experience, is the special task of 
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this book. Experience and Nature is the logic of common experi- 
ence considered in terms of widest and most inclusive generality. 
The inclusive general logic of experience is the inclusive inte- 
gration of the continuities that are disclosed through man in 
Nature and through Nature in man. 

VIII 

To sum up. Fundamental to Dewey’s conception is that phi- 
losophy is not outside of and above all other human pursuits, 
cultivating in secrecy and silence a remote, staked-ofiF preserve of 
its ownj philosophy is and works within the open and public 
domain of all human activities, one among others, differentiated 
by its scope and function, but in no way set apart. 

The keys to the universe are not in any one pair of hands. 
They are everywhere about. In the history of philosophy, one 
bunch of keys after another has been selected and set up as 
the keys to the universe, philosophy being the sole true keeper, 
when not also the one and only discoverer of the keys. And 
then the unappeasable problem has always arisen: How on 
earth to get rid of the other keys. Dewey’s basic conception of 
the philosophic task — a conception which has persisted through 
all his changes and deviations — ^is just the opposite. Here are 
all these bunches of keys. We cannot do without any of them. 
The history of thought and ever-present experience prove this. 
Besides, even if we could dispose of any, it would be a distinct 
loss: we would impoverish life by just so much. However, just 
as it is futile and morally unwise to try to get rid of any, so is 
it morally unwise and theoretically unintelligent merely to col- 
lect them and string them along on a series of “ands.” 

The philosophic task — in which the moral and intellectual, 
the “vision” and the “method,” fuse-^is to bring them all into 
functional relationship with each other.’* This does not mean, 

” In the conception of philosophy as a “criticism of criticisms” Dewey’s two 
general theories of knowledge (or of philosophy) are merged but not fused. The 
actual fusion is attained in his concept of intelligence. Unfortunately, the fusion is 
implicitly achieved in his writings rather than explicitly recognized and formu- 
lated. An adequate discussion of this matter would carry us far beyond the 
boundaries of this essay. We must content ourselves with saying that “intelligence” 
for Dewey is a quality of human behavior which is completely actualized when 
the experience of living has become an intelligently cultivated art. It is not un- 
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of course, taking all the keys, melting them down and then con- 
structing one great big key that will be the whole works — ^the 
idea that seems to prevail in most quarters. It means to recon- 
struct the keys so that instead of each one allegedly opening a 
different lock, they will naturally function to assist each other 
in the common enterprise. For Nature, after all, is not a set of 
separate locks and human beings the keysmiths. Indeed, in a 
very important and fundamental sense it may be said that the 
keys are the locks for they are Nature in so far as she constructs 
herself through our reconstructions. 

The construction of one great big key is, in more philosophic 
language, the construction of a formal set or system of prin- 
ciples. In this sense Dewey has no system and, as far as I know, 
has never aimed to have one. But when we take the outline of 
the field of philosophic activity presented in Studies in Logical 
T heory as being of the nature of a rough sketch of a philosophic 
project, we can see that all of Dewey’s work is the systematic 
fulfilling, expanding, revising, deepening, realizing of that 
project. All his works together comprehend a “system” but it 
is a system in a new sense, created in a new way. It was created 
by working back and forth between one field of experience and 
another, interweaving the threads of continuity as the creative 
process of reconstruction proceeded. 

Dewey has not “solved” the comprehensive problem of the 
relation of mind to matter which is just the old terminology 
for his own comprehensive problem of the relation of theory to 
practice. But if ever this problem is “solved” the solution I 
venture to say will be reached only by the method so funda- 
mentally characteristic of Dewey’s life-long philosophic proce- 
dure. For his method of working — the “double movement” — 
seems to be the way Nature herself works. Every increment 
Nature gains on one side she converts into a method of work 
upon the other, thus accumulating as well as testing her increas- 
ingly complicated gains. 

Joseph Ratner 

New York City 


natural therefore that one finds Dewey’s best and profoundest exposition of his 
integral conception of philosophy, or the nature of intelligence, in his Art as 
Experience. 
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DEWEY’S INTERPRETATION OF THE HISTORY 
OF PHILOSOPHY 

I 

J OHN DEWEY has written no volume dealing primarily 
with the history of philosophic thought. Nor, unless in some 
now long-forgotten youthful indiscretion, did he ever elect to set 
before a class the simple record of objective and impartial knowl- 
edge of the past. That kind of scholarship that is content to 
display in nice articulation the thoughts that have thrilled the 
search of uneasy and inquiring minds, and mount them in some 
museum piece so plausibly arranged as to convey the illusion 
of a kind of timeless life forever frozen into immobility — ^that 
perfection of a past recovered for eternity which German 
Gelehrte have so often sought in vain, and French savants have 
so often captured, none better than M. Gilson in our generation 
— these Dewey has brushed aside, for in practice as in theory, 
history has meant for him more than the mere chance to enjoy 
such fruits of esthetic contemplation. For him it has not been 
enough to weigh precisely the compulsions that have made great 
minds what they forever are, so that from their centers of vision 
the world must even now appear not otherwise than as it pre- 
sented itself to them. 

Not that Dewey has been blind to the appeal and significance 
of the comprehensive intellectual visions that make the record 
of what philosophy has seen so revealing a key to human nature 
and the rich variety of cultures it has created. These imagina- 
tive visions — more often he prefers to call them “shared mean- 
ings” — he finds indeed the noblest fruits of thought, the goal 
of the busy labors of all man’s cunning arts and contrivings. 
“Scientific thought itself is finally but a function of the imagina- 
tion in enriching life with the significance of things. . . . Signifi- 

77 
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cant history is lived in the imagination of man, and philosophy 
is a further excursion of the imagination into its own prior 
achievements.”* And as every reader knows, Dewey’s pages 
are sprinkled with brief but often eloquent sketches of these vi- 
sions — like the insight into Spinoza in the Quest for Certainty, 
or the portrait of Bacon in Reconstruction in Philosophy, or the 
many passages in which he pays tribute to what the Greeks saw. 

No one has been more insistent than Dewey that the ultimate 
function of knowing is to contribute to the widest possible diffu- 
sion and sharing of such meanings — provided they be seen for 
what they are, visions of man’s imagination and not revelations 
of eternal truth.* And surely no one has been more impressed 
by the power and appeal of vision in human life — a power so 
great and so seductive that men have been forever tempted to 
rest in vision without seeking to understand it or the conditions 
of its enhancement. Seek visions and distrust them, is the counsel 
born of reflection on the tragic yet magnificent history of the 
philosophic mind. For visions are not understood by vision, 
but by the use of another and more laborious intellectual 
method; and they can be neither generated nor shared save by 
the practice of intelligence, of the most critical and scientific 
ways of thinking. 

Hence Dewey has found no time to tell, like Santayana, the 
story of the human imagination, or to repaint at second hand 
the marvels it has beheld. Even the men of vision and aspiration 
he has been more anxious to catch in travail than to contemplate 
their serene achievement. The insights that constantly occur in 
his writings into the great philosophies and movements of ideas 
in the past are concerned far more with the intellectual methods 
whereby they were arrived at than with praise of their fruits. 
Where Dewey approaches most closely to the narration of a his- 
tory — as in the Reconstruction in Philosophy — it is in follow- 
ing the thread of the development of method. For him, it is 

* Philosophy and Civilization^ 5 . 

* ‘Toetic meanings, moral meanings, a large part of the goods of life are mat- 
ters of richness and freedom of meanings, rather than truth. ... For, assuredly, 
a student prizes historic systems rather for the meanings and shades of meanings 
they have brought to light than for the store of ultimate truths they have ascer- 
tained.” Experience and Nature^ 411. 
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method rather than vision that is fundamental in the history 
of philosophy, that reflective and critical method that aims to 
reorganize and reconstruct beliefs. 

Yet Dewey has given no straightforward account of the his- 
tory of intellectual method comparable to the studies of men like 
Cassirer or Brunschvicg. Here too he has been more interested 
in making history than in writing it. He has used his wealth 
of historical knowledge, not for a display of brilliant erudition, 
but as material to be brought to bear upon the present-day prob- 
lems of the logic of inquiry. Just because of his deep concern 
with the immediate future, he has tried to make the most of the 
successes and the mistakes of the past. Profoundly convinced 
of the continuity of human thinking, he has seen prior thought 
always as an instrument which with the proper reshaping might 
be used to help us in our present discontents. The past is enor- 
mously significant j but to be significant is to be significant for 
something, and that something is the intellectual problems the 
envisaged future insistently poses for us today. To praise the 
past Dewey is content to leave to others j he sees his task, rather 
than to appraise it, as a weapon for the morrow’s fight. Toward 
the history of philosophy his attitude thus differs little from that 
of the chemist or the biologist: all alike view the chronicle of 
man’s intellectual achievement as an arsenal, or as a warning, 
but not as an ancestral mansion to be lovingly explored. 

Indeed, if Dewey’s whole philosophy be taken as he would 
have it, as scientific method at last come to self-consciousness, as 
experimentalism aware of itself, its meaning and its implica- 
tions, developed as a critical instrument and a constructive tool, 
it might well seem that concern with past thinking deserves to 
hold as small a place for him as for any scientist. To dwell on 
the record of history may be a harmless and satisfying luxury, 
but it can scarcely be a major or essential preoccupation of the 
philosophic mind. To master what inquiry has achieved that we 
may inquire further, would be all that wisdom could demand. 
Should not a scientific philosophy really in control of the best 
intellectual methods win us emancipation from the sterile his- 
toricism of the romantic and backward-looking 19th century? 
Scientific thought has no further interest in the scaffoldings by 
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which it was constructed: it has plenty of work of its own to do. 
An experimental philosophy, wedded at last to the methods of 
science, should resolutely face the future with an open mind and 
an earnest heart. If it think of the past at all, should it not, like 
our latest fashion in scientific philosophizing, rejoice that it has 
finally escaped those centuries of bondage to darkness, and put 
boldly behind it all temptation to traffic with the meaningless 
nonsense of their unconfirmable speculations? 

Now Dewey himself has dwelt so long and so vigorously on 
the need of just such liberation from persistent tradition, that 
it is not irrelevant to ask these questions about the true implica- 
tions of an experimental philosophy. Many who have found that 
basic drive congenial have indeed raised them. They have been 
sadly puzzled to find his works overloaded with references to 
the outworn ideas of thinkers they would themselves prefer to 
forget. Why all this beating of dead asses? For years it was 
possible to reach his most penetrating analysis of the logic of in- 
quiry, in Essays in Experimental Logicy only through a thick 
tangle of Lotze, a logician whom it is safe to say no one has seri- 
ously read for a generation. And of even his fundamental Ex- 
perience and Nature, it has been not unfairly pointed out, each 
page is made up half of a fresh grappling with pressing prob- 
lems worthy of the best laboratory approach, and half of a 
wrestling with the vagaries of ancient tradition. Why does 
Dewey insist on conducting his original inquiries in the musty 
atmosphere of a historical museum? Why does he not throw 
open the windows to let the fresh breezes of the present blow 
these dusty cobwebs away? Why, to go forward a step, must he 
look backward on the whole course already traversed? For all 
but the most learned of his readers Dewey has seemed weighed 
down by an obsession with the past. This burden of historical bag- 
gage has inordinately increased the difficulties of his pages. 
What might have been so clear on the authority of a successful 
scientific method has been obscured by the painful resolve to win 
every step of the way by ceaseless polemic with the whole long 
course of philosophical thought. Dewey may never have written 
specifically on the history of philosophy; but he has rarely set 
forth his own position save in detailed and lengthy critical oppo- 
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sition to the views and methods of his numerous predecessors. 

There is more than the mere matter of rhetorical effective- 
ness here at stake. It is to be sure not hard to conceive an easier 
path of persuasion for those who come, without knowledge of 
philosophy’s past, in search of light and power for today. From 
Dewey’s historical analyses such men have gained little enlight- 
enment: they have scarcely yearned to cast ofiF shackles by which 
they never felt themselves bound. The present emancipation 
they do need he might well have granted more directly. And 
there would not then be so many, especially among teachers, 
whose sole exposure to the career of philosophy has come from 
Dewey’s critically selective treatments, with results a little too 
weird and painful to narrate. Even for the less unsophisticated 
one may venture to doubt the wisdom of Dewey’s strategy. It 
is possible the hard-boiled professionals themselves might have 
been more easily won over to a philosophy of the experimental 
method, had not their sentimental pieties been so repeatedly 
and so insistently violated. There is some point in making even 
a revolutionary philosophy appear the culmination of the great 
traditions of the past: even experimentalism might have been 
dressed up as 20th century certainty. The point is all the clearer 
when one realizes that even the most significant revolutions 
arc not quite so revolutionary as they at first appear, and that 
tradition is immemorial chiefly in failing to remember how 
rapidly it has changed. 

This vexed question of Dewey’s rhetoric is raised only be- 
cause it alone can explain how many honest readers can quite 
misconceive his intentions. Intelligent interpreters have asserted 
that his only interest in the past is to free us from its clogging and 
stultifying assumptions. Greek thought we must understand, 
but only because it is the source of all our errors. And others, 
like the ancient Caliph, have judged it better to forget that 
past entirely: what is of value has been taken up in Dewey, 
what he has omitted deserves to be forgotten. Alas, a teacher’s 
worst enemies are often his professed admirers. Such a reading 
does little credit to Dewey, and less to the readers. Fortunately 
the danger of falling into it is not today what it was a decade 
ago. For just such a view, put forth in the name of physical 
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science, has been expressed almost beyond the possibility of 
caricature by some of the logical positivists} and even the most 
blind can see that Dewey’s experimentalism is hardly of that 
stripe. 

There are places, especially in the Quest for Certainty y where 
Dewey turns to past thought only to criticize its assumptions. But 
it would be both an insult to Dewey’s intelligence, and a con- 
fession of sad ignorance in the asker, to request him to repeat 
once more what he has so often made clear, that the value and 
importance of the philosophical tradition is not exhausted 
by the assumptions it has transmitted that need altering. It 
would be much more to the point to single out that basic ele- 
ment in Dewey’s thought which makes constant concern with 
the great intellectual traditions of our civilization not only 
compatible with his experimentalism, but actually an essential 
and integral component of it. 

For despite all his analysis of the procedure of the natural 
sciences, Dewey’s experimentalism is not primarily based on 
the methods of the laboratory. It is at once the experimentalism 
of practical common sense, and the coming to self-awareness 
of the best and most critical techniques and concepts of the social 
sciences. In the broadest sense, it is the experimentalism of the 
anthropologist, of the student of human institutions and cul- 
tures, impressed by the fundamental role of habit in men and 
societies and by the manner in which those habits are altered 
and changed. Like any honest social scientist, he finds the pres- 
ence and the influence of natural science in Western culture 
today both its distinctive trait and its greatest achievement. But 
for him that science is primarily a cultural phenomenon: it is 
an institutionalized habit of thinking and acting, a way whereby 
that culture conducts many of its tasks and operations. It is 
essentially a social method of doing and changing things, a com- 
plex technique that has proved both extraordinarily successful 
and extraordinarily disruptive of the older pattern of life. It 
is a method of inquiry, of criticizing traditional beliefs and in- 
stituting newer and better warranted ones. It is the best in- 
tellectual method our culture, or any culture, has constructed; 
and as such it must furnish the basis on which any philosophy 
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must build. But it is not a sheer method in isolation, it is a 
cultural method whereby a society operates on its inherited and 
traditional materials. 

It is just this combination of a critical anthropology and social 
psychology with his experimentalism, this permeating sense of 
scientific method and of all inquiry as working in and through 
and upon a complex social heritage of accustomed ways of be- 
lieving and acting, that sets Dewey’s development of the philo- 
sophic implications of scientific method off so sharply from 
others of the present day. Most of our fashionable “scientific 
philosophies” are socially far from sophisticated. Arrived at 
by reflection primarily upon the state of the physical sciences, 
they are quite innocent of the knowledge gained by a century of 
biological and social inquiry. For Dewey the task of a scientific 
philosophy is not confined to the formulation of a consistent 
system of the entities disclosed in sense-awareness. Nor is it 
limited to the analysis of the linguistic expressions that con- 
stitute science considered as a body of ordered knowledge. Even 
today, it seems, in the midst of the most thoroughgoing revolu- 
tion in physical theory and concepts since the 17th century, it is 
possible to erect philosophies based on mathematics and mathe- 
matical physics which may recognize the interesting fact that 
science has had and may well continue to enjoy a history, but 
scarcely find that fact relevant to the understanding of what 
science is and does. For such theories the history of human think- 
ing is indeed of no serious moment. Philosophy is reflection 
upon what is — in all probability. It has little to do with what 
men who were mistaken thought, and why they thought that 
way. But if, as Dewey has learned from the social sciences, 
knowledge in general and science in particular are rather the 
ability of a society to do what it must and can, if they arc 
primarily a matter of the intellectual methods whereby a culture 
solves its specific versions of the universal human problems, then 
the history of that culture and its problems, and the historical 
criticism of its methods of inquiry and application, become of 
the very essence of any philosophy with a claim to scientific 
inspiration. If science be an institutionalized method of trial 
and error, or, as James Harvey Robinson put it, of fumbling 
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and success, then the trials, the errors, and the successes are 
equally instructive for the refinement and improvement and 
extension of scientific method, of experimentalism. 

For Dewey, science is ultimately a conscious and reflective 
method of guiding the process of changing beliefs, of using the 
digested lessons of past experience to clarify and learn from 
fresh inquiry. Indeed, the natural sciences, as a great cultural 
enterprise, are the best illustration of an institutionalized tech- 
nique for actively initiating social change. In them has been 
worked out the way in which originality may be intentionally, 
critically, and habitually combined with the cumulative preser- 
vation of the past’s achievements. The scientist does not light- 
heartedly enter his laboratory to try anything once; if he is 
worth his salt, he knows what has been slowly built up in the 
way of accredited techniques and tests and warranted scientific 
knowledge; and it is that body of laboriously certified tools and 
materials which both raises his problems and offers him the 
methods and tests with which to solve them. The history of 
science is the history of a never-ending reconstruction of ideas 
and concepts. And it is as just such an enterprise of recon- 
struction that Dewey regards the criticism that is philosophy, 
the criticism that makes the philosopher at his best the states- 
man of ideas, effecting some new synthesis, and at his humblest 
the politician of the mind, bringing about through his analysis 
some working agreement to live and let live. 

II 

More fundamental than any particular interpretation of the 
history of philosophy is Dewey’s view of the historical function 
of philosophical thought itself. Philosophy is basically a phe- 
nomenon of human culture. Its very nature is the role it has 
played in the history of civilizations.® The philosophical tradi- 

* “Take the historj’ of philoso]>hy from whatever angle and in whatever cross- 
section you please . . . and you find a load of traditions proceeding from an im- 
memorial past. . , . The life of all thought is to effect a junction at some point of 
the new and the old, of deep-sunk customs and unconscious dispositions, brought 
to the light of attention by some conflict with newly emerging directions of activ- 
ity. Philosophies which emerge at distinctive periods define the larger patterns of 
continuity which are woven in effecting the longer enduring junctions of a stub- 
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tion of the Western world took form in Hellas, and Greek 
thinkers laid its foundations. “Even if these foundations are not 
always built upon, it is impossible to understand departures and 
innovations apart from some reference to Greek thought.”^ 
But the problems the Greeks thus formulated and transmitted 
to the West did not evolve in the consciousness of lonely though 
brilliant thinkers. Rather was Greece, and especially Athens, 
the intellectual mirror in which men first saw clearly reflected 
the essential difficulties and predicaments that arise in the col- 
lective relation of man to nature and to his fellow man. “These 
origins prove that such problems are formulations of com- 
plications existing in the material of collective experience, pro- 
vided that experience is sufficiently free, exposed to change, and 
subjected to attempts at deliberate control to present in typical 
form the basic difficulties with which human thought has to 
reckon.”” Greek life offered both the typical conflicts of man’s 
social experience, and the intellectual freedom, born of the ab- 
sence of a priestly power and a poetic rather than a dogmatic 
formulation of religious beliefs, to reflect on them, rationalize 
them in general terms, and endeavor to deal with them in- 
telligently. Aware of their society as in rapid flux, and imbued 
with the sense of the power of human art to manipulate its 
materials, the Greek thinkers worked out programs of moral 
and political conduct in a natural setting they could hope to 
fathom and understand. 

The Greeks built an intelligible world: they invented the 
ideas, concepts and distinctions in terms of which they could 
create an ordered intellectual life. Since their achievement there 
have been successive attempts to use Greek thought to interpret 
a novel and alien experience, to deal with new social problems 
and new schemes of value. The Oriental peoples employed it to 
express a religious theocracy, the Christians, to rationalize the 


born past and an insistent future . . , Thus philosophy marks a chang-e of culture. 
In formings patterns^ to be conformed to in future thoug-ht and action, it is addi- 
tive and transforming in its role in the history of civilization.” Philosophy and 
Civilization^ 6-8. 

^Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences^ article ‘‘Philosophy,” Vol. 12, 119. 

* Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences ^ Vol. 12, 119. 
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Hebrew-Oriental religious tradition, the schoolmen, to organize 
medieval society and culture, the moderns, to understand and 
make rationally consistent a scientific method that has persisted 
in remaining unintelligible, and to adjust somehow their in- 
herited wisdom to the secular and Industrial values of the 
modern world. Each episode involved a reconstruction of Greek 
thought, and each a striking off of original ideas. The conse- 
quence has been a piling up of confusion, yet at the same time 
of an extraordinarily rich and fertile mass of intellectual re- 
sources. Always it has been the conflicts between old ideas and 
new ways of acting that have led men to the searching thought 
that is philosophy, the impingement of novel experience upon 
traditional beliefs and values that has impelled them to con- 
struct their systems and programs, the emergence of new ideas 
irrelevant to or logically incompatible with the old, which yet 
had somehow to be adjusted to them, and worked into the 
accustomed pattern of living and thinking. Philosophic prob- 
lems arise whenever the strife of ideas and experience forces 
men back to fundamental assumptions in any field j they are 
to be understood only as expressions of the basic conflicts within 
a culture that drive men to thoroughgoing criticism. Philosophy 
is the expression in thought of the process of cultural change 
itself: it is the intellectual phase of the process by which con- 
flicts within a civilization are resolved and composed. A civiliza- 
tion that has grown stable and static may have inherited a phi- 
losophy, but it produces no philosophic thought.” 

It is clear how such a view of the historic function of phi- 
losophy in human culture makes questions of value integral to 
its very essence. The changes in philosophic problems and 
thought are all inherently bound up with new emphases and new 

* “The conception of philosophy reached from a cultural point of view may be 
summed up by a definition of philosophy as a critique of basic and widely shared 
belief. For belief, as distinct from special scientific knowledge, always involves 
valuation, preferential attachment to special types of objects and courses of ac- 
tion. . . . Thus philosophies are generated and are particularly active in periods of 
marked social change. . . . The chief role of philosophy is to bring to conscious- 
ness, in an intellectualized form, or in the form of problems, the most important 
shocks and inherent troubles of complex and changing societies, since these have 
to do with conflicts of value.” Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences^ Vol. 12, 124. 
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redistributions in the significance of values. For each philos- 
ophy, points out Dewey, 

is in effect, if not in avowed intent, an interpretation of man and na- 
ture on the basis of some program of comprehensive aims and policies. 
. . . Each system ... is, implicitly, a recommendation of certain types 
of value as normative in the direction of human conduct. ... It is a 
generic definition of philosophy to say that it is concerned with prob- 
lems of being and occurrence from the standpoint of value, rather than 
from that of mere existence.^ 

In the light of this interpretation, it is not hard to see why 
“reconstruction” is so dear a word for Dewey. The life of 
thought, in its humblest as in its most exalted reaches, is a 
reconstruction of the material it finds at hand. Now reconstruc- 
tion involves first criticism, the careful appraisal, the exact 
determination of powers and potentialities, with their limits 
and their promise, the verification and testing of the values 
which tradition transmits and emotion suggests. But it also de- 
mands a freedom of speculation, a search for new hypotheses 
and more fertile principles. In its long history philosophy has 
again and again pruned away accepted beliefs, confined them 
within new and narrower limits, determined their function more 
effectively and precisely. But it has also brought fresh and 
original ideas to birth. The mere piling up of observations un- 
fertilized and unguided by theory is to be found in neither the 
history nor the procedure of scientific inquiry. 

The origin of modern science is to be understood as much by the 
substitution of new comprehensive guiding ideas for those which had 
previously obtained as by improvement of the means and appliances of 
observation. By the necessity of the case, comprehensive directive hy- 
potheses belong in their original formulation to philosophy rather than 
to science.® 

This is true not only of scientific notions like the mathematical 
interpretation of nature, the idea of evolution, of energy, or of 
the atom} it is still clearer In political and social theory, which 

'^Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences^ Vol. 12, 122. 

^Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, Vol. 12, 125. 
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have derived all their concepts from philosophies that started 
as battle-cries in some human struggle. 

As long as we worship science and are afraid of philosophy we shall 
have no great science; we shall have a lagging and halting continua- 
tion of what is thought and said elsewhere. This is a plea for the casting 
off of that intellectual timidity which hampers the wings of imagina- 
tion, a plea for speculative audacity, for more faith in ideas, sloughing 
off a cowardly reliance upon those partial ideas to which we are wont 
to give the name of facts.* 

Dewey’s view of philosophy as the intellectual instrument 
whereby a culture reconstructs itself, in whole or in part, is 
itself of course a reconstruction of tradition. Like everything 
touching the social sciences, it owes much to the Hegelian vision 
of history, and to the long line of idealists who built upon it in 
their analysis of human culture. It owes much also to the left- 
wing Hegelians like Marx who bent Hegel’s idealism of social 
experience to the active service of changing the world. But the 
obvious points of contact should not be taken, as they have 
sometimes been, to obscure the essential differences. If Dewey 
escapes the naiVe provincialism of the philosophies of physics, 
that past thinkers have merely wasted their time in a fruitless 
search for mistaken truths about reality, he differs also from 
the idealists who have passively appreciated philosophy as the 
expression of the collective spirit and imagination. For him 
thought is still thinking and human, not an unrolling of the 
divine plan. It is active, efficient, and constructive, not in that 
wholesale fashion that makes it irrelevant to any human prob- 
lem, but in the specific and piecemeal way that suits the needs 
of intelligent organisms. It is neither the mere passive reflex 
of material interests and conditions, nor the slave of an im- 
mutable absolute dialectic. Philosophy is the human instrument 
of groups of men acting as wisely as they may on specific pro- 
grams and problems. And its imaginative vision has been suc- 
cessful only when disciplined by responsibility to the exacting 
tests of scientific method. For all their power and insight, the 
idealists failed to appreciate the liberation that comes from con- 
formity to the regulative principles of sdentifiic inquiry. 

* Philo SO fhy and Civilization^ jz. 
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But if the ultimate context within which philosophy operates 
is cultural change, and if that social function defines its nature, 
Dewey is far from therefore taking its value as merely instru- 
mental. Science too is science because of its proper function, be- 
cause it enlarges our power to act and do what we have in- 
telligently chosen ; but that need not prevent the greatest good 
it brings being the immediate enjoyment of the power of sheer 
knowing. Just so the great philosophies, born as the programs 
for some particular task of adjustment, have yet raised them- 
selves some little way above the conflict to a more comprehen- 
sive view of life; and those eternal visions glimpsed by men 
struggling in the circumstances of time may well be now their 
chief claim to our attention. Philosophy is an art, one of the 
noblest; and like every art it is at once the instrument for per- 
forming a specific function, and an immediate good to be pos- 
sessed and enjoyed. With Santayana, Dewey agrees that the 
history of philosophy contains poetry as well as politics. But 
he urges us to beware lest we confuse the two. 

Nor does Dewey follow the Hegelians and Marxians in 
taking the historical function of philosophy as unilinear and 
monistic. Rather he finds it inexhaustibly pluralistic in the prob- 
lems from which it takes its start. There is no one type of con- 
flict that is fundamental and controlling. Dewey is no Marxian; 
important as is the strife of economic groups, especially in 
modern times, philosophic thought has played a role far richer 
than that of a mere class ideology. The importance of conflict 
Dewey learned from Hegel as well as from the facts of history. 
But the conflicts that have given rise to philosophy he sees not 
merely as economic, but as in the broadest sense psychological 
and cultural — for him the two must ultimately coincide. The 
inertia of habitual ways of acting and believing is forever op- 
posed to the power of new ideas. The specific historical func- 
tion of philosophy is ultimately to get men to act and believe 
together in new ways: it is political and educational. That is why 
he finds the intellectual method of reorganizing and reconstruct- 
ing habits of belief and action, the method of political educa- 
tion or “cooperative intelligence,” of such basic importance. 

Yet in modern times there has emerged one central conflict 
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as the focus for understanding all Western philosophies. It is 
the ever repeated struggle between the active force of scientific 
knowledge and technical power and the deflecting force of the 
lag and inertia of institutionalized habits and beliefs, generating 
the insistent problem of political education if the potentialities 
of the new knowledge are to be released. 

The conflict is between institutions and habits originating in the pre- 
scientific and pre-technological age and the new forces generated by 
science and technology. The application of science, to a considerable 
degree even its own growth, has been conditioned by the system to 
which the name of capitalism is given, a rough designation of a com- 
plex of political and legal arrangements centering about a particular 
mode of economic relations. . . . Institutional relationships fixed in the 
pre-SC ientific age stand in the way of accomplishing this great trans- 
formation. Lag in mental and moral patterns provides the bulwark 
of the older institutions. . . . Change in patterns of belief, desire and 
purpose has lagged behind the modification of the external conditions 
under which men associate. Industrial habits have changed most rap- 
idly; there has followed at considerable distance, change in political 
relations; alterations in legal relations and methods have lagged even 
more, while changes in the institutions that deal most directly with pat- 
terns of thought and belief have taken place to the least extent. This fact 
defines the primary, though not by any means the ultimate, responsibil- 
ity of a liberalism that intends to be a vital force. Its work is first of all 
education, in the broadest sense of that term. ... I mean that its task is 
to aid in producing the habits of mind and character, the intellectual and 
moral patterns, that are somewhere near even with the actual move- 
ments of events. . . . The educational task cannot be accomplished merely 
by working upon men’s minds, without action that effects actual change 
in institutions. . . . But resolute thought is the first step in that change of 
action that will itself carry further the needed change in patterns of 
mind and character.^® 

This is not the place to question or to defend the adequacy of 
Dewey’s program for our present conflicts. If he be right, if 
it be true that history itself generates change in the method 
of directing social change, then surely the most insistent problem 
today is precisely this one of political education. And the achieve- 
ment of the political intelligence to persuade men to use the 
intelligence we do as a society possess must be the conscious 


Liberalism and Social Actiony 75 - 76 , 58 - 62 . 
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focus of our philosophies. Instead of many fine generalities 
about the ^^method of cooperative intelligence,” Dewey might 
well direct attention to this crucial problem of extending our 
political skill. For political skill can itself be taken as a techno- 
logical problem to which inquiry can hope to bring an answer. It 
is obviously dependent on our acquiring the knowledge how 
to get men to apply the techniques already available for deal- 
ing with our social problems, how to enlist the cooperative sup- 
port of men in doing what we now know how to do. Thus by 
rights Dewey’s philosophy should culminate in the earnest 
consideration of the social techniques for reorganizing beliefs 
and behavior — techniques very different from those dealing with 
natural materials. It should issue in a social engineering, in an 
applied science of political education — and not merely in the 
hope that someday we may develop one. 

But whatever our needs and resources in this crucial field, 
it is the cultural conflict that generates this problem of political 
education, the strife between new knowledge and power and the 
lag of institutionalized habit, that gives Dewey the key to his 
psychological interpretation of history In general and the his- 
tory of philosophy in particular. In that history philosophy has 
functioned as an instrument of reconstruction, and the philoso- 
pher has ever played the role of the adjuster and compromiser, 
the mediator between old and new, the peace-maker who con- 
sciously strives to blend both in a novel pattern which, added 
as a further deposit, becomes the starting-point of further 
change. 

It may be that Dewey has developed his conception of the 
essentially critical and reconstructive function of philosophy 
out of his study of the record of the past. It may be that, himself 
a critic, he has found his own image in all who have come before. 
Doubtless both factors were present. But whatever the source 
of his views, it remains true that he approaches his heritage 
always as a critic and reconstructor of tradition. And in his 
constant historical analysis of the materials that have come down 
to him. It is as a critic of the past that he is to be understood. He 
is forever bringing men’s past experience with ideas to the test 
of present experience. 

It is difficult to avoid reading the past in terms of the contemporary 
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scene. Indeed, fundamentally it is impossible to avoid this course. , . . 
It is highly important that we are compelled to follow this path. For 
the past as past is gone, save for esthetic enjoyment and refreshment, 
while the present is with us. Knowledge of the past is significant only 
as it deepens and extends our understanding of the present.^ 

In the twelfth chapter of his Logic Dewey has a brilliant 
analysis of the historian’s method, which makes plain why his- 
torical judgments must be centered on the problems of the pres- 
ent. It is his most penetrating statement of the theory that lies 
behind his own practice. 

As culture changes, the conceptions that are dominant in a culture 
change. , . . History is then rewritten. Material that had formerly been 
passed by, offers itself as data, because the new conceptions propose 
new problems for solution, requiring new factual material for state- 
ment and test. . . . All historical construction is necessarily selective. . . . 
If the fact of selection is acknowledged to be primary and basic, we are 
committed to the conclusion that all history is necessarily written from 
the standpoint of the present, and is, in an inescapable sense, the history 
not only of the present but of that which is contemporaneously judged 
to be important in the present. . . . Intelligent understanding of past his- 
tory is to some extent a lever for moving the present into a certain kind 
of future. . . . Men have tlieir own problems to solve, their own adapta- 
tions to make. They face the future, but for the sake of the present, 
not of the future. In using what has come to them as an inheritance 
from the past they are compelled to modify it to meet their own needs, 
and this process creates a new present in which the process continues. 
History cannot escape its own process.^^ 

But the details of this functional conception of historical 
understanding, suggestive as they are, are not so important as 
the insistence that historical knowledge has a function. It pre- 
sents us with material to be criticized and used. This fact has 
far-reaching implications for Dewey’s treatment of the history 
of philosophy. That treatment is carried through consistently 
with an eye to what is significant and important for the problems 
he judges to be significant today. This explains why he singles 
out for attention what he docs, and neglects other things, why 

'^Liberalism and Social Action^ 74 . 

^ Logic: The Theory of Inquiry y 233 , 235 , 239 . 
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certain figures are emphasized, certain problems stressed, why 
method is taken as more controlling than vision. It explains why 
what he does select he treats as material to be critically recon- 
structed, rather than as achievement to be enjoyed. The fact 
that, while the Greeks figure so prominently in his pages, and 
the empiricists of the liberal tradition, they appear only to see 
certain of their assumptions drastically attacked, is no longer a 
paradox. The Greeks and the empiricists would not appear at all 
were their thought not so important a part of our own instru- 
mentalities. And it helps to explain why, for all his insight 
and suggestiveness, Dewey seems so often to do less than justice 
to the great achievements of the past. He is far from denying 
those achievements} but his concern is with power and not 
justice, for he fears lest in their complacent celebration we 
today should rest in their triumphs, instead of building further 
on the foundations they have laid. 

Ill 

In certain quarters Dewey still figures as the iconoclast seek- 
ing to destroy utterly the idolatrous worship of the past. Noth- 
ing could be further from the truth} and it is difficult to see 
how any perceptive reader could fail to discern in him the 
greatest traditionalist among the leading philosophical minds 
of today. For the true traditionalist does not merely repeat the 
familiar shibboleths} he understands how to use tradition in 
facing our present problems. In his discriminating employ- 
ment of the historical resources of philosophy, Dewey has no 
rival. 

There are two quite different ways of using a method that is 
essentially critical, two ways well illustrated by two students 
whom Dewey has taught. One, a brilliant Chinese, despite 
the fact that Chinese thought exhibits much of the temper of 
Dewey himself, took Dewey’s experimentalism to mean that the 
slate must be wiped clean for a fresh start. The Chinese past 
was utterly mistaken, and must be forgotten; men must build 
anew from scratch, and by assiduous cultivation of the scientific 
method, develop for China a philosophy embodying all those 
values which Dewey has found as the permanent deposit of the 
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Christian and individualistic West. The other was a Hindu, 
confronted by a culture far different from that in which Dewey 
has operated, and therefore tempted to sweep it too away. But 
he took the method of Dewey to indicate rather that one should 
manipulate reflectively the material at one’s disposal; and so 
he tried to arrive at what the peculiar Hindu values might 
mean when critically examined in the light of the demands of 
today. He emerged, not with the scheme of beliefs which Dewey 
has rebuilt for the West, but with a translation of Hindu 
spirituality into terms that could stand up in the presence of 
scientific criticism. To him Dewey offered a method for deal- 
ing with his own inherited materials. There is little doubt but 
that he understood Dewey better than the Chinese, and had a 
firmer grasp on the spirit of his experimentalism. For he knew 
that Dewey meant not destruction but reconstruction; he knew 
that criticism demands a tradition as the material on which to 
work. 

So, however penetrating his criticisms of traditions in the 
plural and in detail, it is fundamental for Dewey that tradition 
remains the subject-matter within which the critical method 
that is philosophy must operate. Material and critical instru- 
ment — both are alike essential to any valid and fruitful ex- 
perimental art. Nowhere has Dewey made this more explicit 
than in an essay in which he was most anxious to emphasize 
the need of working also with the present. 

A philosopher who would relate his thinking to present civilization, 
in its predominantly technological and industrial character, cannot ig- 
nore any of these movements [ 1 8th century rationalism, German ideal- 
ism, the religious and philosophic traditions of Europe] any more than 
he can dispense with consideration of the underlying classic tradition 
formed in Greece and the Middle Ages. If he ignores traditions, his 
thoughts become thin and empty. But they are something to be em- 
ployed, not just treated with respect or dressed out in a new vocabulary. 
Moreover, industrial civilization itself has now sufficiently developed 
to form its own tradition. ... If philosophy declines to observe and 
interpret the new and characteristic scene, it may achieve scholarship; 
it may erect a well equipped gymnasium wherein to engage in dialectical 
exercises; it may clothe itself in fine literary art. But it will not afford 
illumination or direction to our confused civilization. These can proceed 
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only from the spirit that is interested in present realities and that faces 
them frankly and sympathetically.” 

The great traditions and “present realities” — they are equally 
indispensable materials for philosophic reflection, in our pres- 
ent or in any past present j and the philosophic task, ever old 
and ever new, is to bring them together significantly and fruit- 
fully. From this follow several of the most characteristic traits 
of Dewey’s treatment of the intellectual record. In the first 
place, there is the thoroughgoing historical relativism with 
which he views the figures and movements of the past — an 
objective relativism, to be sure, for the ideas of previous think- 
ers must be understood as specifically and objectively relative 
to the particular conditions and conflicts to which they were the 
answer. Before we can assay the worth of an idea today, we 
must first find its meaning in terms of the issues faced by the 
man who formulated it. Traditional concepts are not to be 
judged by the measure in which they fall short of an illusory 
eternal truth; the ultimate test, by their availability for our 
problems, can come only after we have understood their ade- 
quacy for the past problems they were devised to meet. 

This is well illustrated in Dewey’s most recent examination 
of the Aristotelian logic. This intellectual instrument he is 
peculiarly tempted to judge by our needs rather than by those 
of the Greeks. “For Aristotelian logic enters so vitally into 
present theories that consideration of it, instead of being his- 
torical in import, is a consideration of the contemporary logical 
scene.”” Yet he is careful to make clear: 

It would be completely erroneous to regard the foregoing as a criticism 
of the Aristotelian logic in its original formulation in connection with 
Greek culture. As a historic document it deserves the admiration it has 
received. As a comprehensive, penetrating and thoroughgoing intellectual 
transcript of discourse in isolation from the operations in which discourse 
takes effect it is above need for praise. . . . Generically, the need is for 
logic to do for present science and culture what Aristotle did for the 
science and culture of his time.” 

“ Whither Mankindf, ed. Charles Beard, ch. 1 3, “Philosophy.” 

"Logic: The Theory of Inquiry, It, 93-95. 
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Or take his acute statement of Spinoza’s essential problem. 

An unqualified naturalism in the sense in which he understood the 
new science was combined by a miracle of logic with an equally com- 
plete acceptance of the idea, derived from the religious tradition, that 
ultimate reality is the measure of perfection and the norm for human 
activity. ... A scientific comprehension was to give, in full reality, by 
rational means, that assurance and regulation of life that non-rational 
religions had pretended to give. . . . There have been few attempts in 
modern philosophy as bold and as direct as is this one to effect a com- 
plete integration of scientific method with a good which is fixed and 
final, because based on the rock of absolute cognitive certainty.’* 

Like so many of Dewey’s most suggestive historical insights, 
these analyses occur in the midst of appraisals of our resources 
for meeting present problems. There is hardly need to single 
out professedly historical studies, like his illuminating paper 
on “The Motivation of Hobbes’s Political Philosophy,”'? in 
which by viewing Hobbes in terms of his own controversies he 
brings him into the line of “the protagonists of a science of 
human nature operating through an art of social control in be- 
half of a common good;” or his “Substance, Power and Quality 
in Locke,”” in which he is extraordinarily successful in brush- 
ing aside conventional views and penetrating to Locke’s own 
difficulties with the certainty of knowledge; or his analysis of 
Newton in the Quest for Certainty. Mention might be made of a 
somewhat different type of historical analysis that recurs in 
Dewey’s pages, the attempts to characterize the complex cul- 
tural features that have generated and sustained certain great 
movements of ideas. This type of thing is extraordinarily dif- 
ficult to carry through in detail, as the Marxians and other 
German historians have discovered to their peril; and at best 
the keenest insight can hope to attain only shrewd guesses which 
would take a lifetime of research to verify and refine. Dewey 
would be the first to admit that his own suggestions are far too 
simple; yet ever since his essay on “The Significance of the 
Problem of Knowledge,” published in 1897,'“ he has been re- 

“ Tfie Quest for Certainty y 53-55. 

** In Columbia Studies in the History of Ideas y Vol. I. 

Philosofhical RevieWy Vol. XXXV, 1926. 

“ Reprinted in The Influence of Darwin on Philosofhy. 
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markably fertile in throwing out such leads. The two central 
works, Experience and Nature and The Quest for Certainty y 
contain enough suggestions of this sort for further investiga- 
tion to keep a whole historical school going for a generation. 

Secondly, out of this objective historical relativism there de- 
velops the conception of philosophic thought as cumulative 
and additive, like the body of science with which it is so closely 
allied. Especially is this true of intellectual method, which 
grows in flexibility and power as its problems vary and as new 
technical devices and skills are built up. Each time an instru- 
ment is applied to fresh circumstances, it is itself enhanced and 
enriched. Greek thought remains the core of the classic tradi- 
tion; yet the very diversity of the movements and cultural fac- 
tors on which it has been employed, especially during the 
modern period, has subjected it to one illuminating criticism 
after another. Since for Dewey the process of criticism is em- 
phatically the addition of further knowledge and not subtrac- 
tion, since it reveals that larger context within which ideas are 
able to function validly and dualisms are disclosed as functional 
distinctions, these successive critical episodes have added preci- 
sion of meaning and a delimitation of range of applicability, 
as well as new hypotheses and suggestions to be criticized in 
turn. The fortunes of Greek thought under the impact of i8th 
century empiricism, of the Kantian and post-Kantian move- 
ments, and of the new techniques and concepts of 19th century 
natural and social science, are a cardinal illustration of the 
cumulative character of a vital intellectual tradition. Another 
is the building of the liberal tradition in social affairs, the 
gradual bringing to bear of scientific thought upon men’s social 
relations. And still a third is exhibited in the growth, expansion, 
and ultimate adjustment of the conceptions of human liberty, 
as set forth in “Philosophies of Freedom.’”® 

In the third place, this objective relativism ^nd cumulative 
character of the philosophical traditions make possible an intel- 
lectual tolerance and comprehensiveness that can find a place 
for every philosophy and every way of life. No single one can 
claim exclusive domination; each can be welcomed with under- 

** Reprinted in Philosofhy and Civilization. 
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standing appraisal when once its particular and appropriate 
function has been historically understood. As vision, as the 
imaginative expression of a definite culture, each has its own 
unique worth. As method, as a means for composing our own 
conflicts, each has a p’ima facie claim to be considered — though 
each must pass the stern test of its fruits. None is immune to 
philosophic criticism: each, stripped of its assumed unlimited 
validity, must abide within the bounds its historic operations 
have revealed. But each great belief of the past has some core 
of value from which we can learn and which we can use. 
Breadth and not narrowness of vision, generous reception and 
not intolerant single-mindedness, mark the spirit of Dewey’s 
recurrent appeals to the past. If we are to assimilate its varied 
insights, we face a never-ending problem of harmonization and 
adjustment. And if all are to live in peace, none must be so 
stiff-necked as to refuse submission to the necessary reconstruc- 
tion. 

At only two points does Dewey’s tolerant welcome stop 
short. The cardinal philosophic sin has been to shrink from 
practical action to take refuge in an unshakable higher realm 
of fixed and antecedent Reality. Afraid to seek a shifting and 
relative security by the efforts of intelligence, men have found 
consolation in the exaltation of pure intellect and the eternal 
intelligible perfection it has beheld. This cowardly choice, to 
accept a world understood instead of trying to change it, Dewey 
connects, by a somewhat dubious logic, with the quest for an 
absolute and immutable certainty in the things of the mind. 
Whatever has appeared in past thought of such a craven yearn- 
ing for the eternal and unchanging must be dissolved forever 
in the relativities of time. For complete fixity or absolute cer- 
tainty there can be no place. 

And the great vice of practice has been an equally illiberal 
and inhumane choice. Men have cultivated the so-called higher 
values, and disdained the homely goods of common experience. 
From the poverty-stricken Oriental lands they have inherited 
despair of ever making widespread the natural and social goods 
of living. Leaving the latter to the avarice of the worldly, they 
have aspired to a Good Life located in a far different “spiri- 
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tual” realm. With righteousness and purity of heart, the great 
moral faiths of renunciation, they have consoled the penniless 
beggar, the lame, the halt and the blind — even such can attain 
the Highest. Such counsels of despair Dewey not unwisely 
finds irrelevant today. But with them he also dismisses all se- 
lection, all concentration on certain values to the inevitable ex- 
clusion of the rest. When confronted by the apparent necessity 
of choice, intelligence must insist that both courses are valuable, 
and impel an active and aggressive manipulation of conditions 
until both are made compatible. To reject any values com- 
pletely is to accept defeat. In his ethical and educational theory 
Dewey has stood for the Romantic ideal. The richest possible 
variety of goods must be included: but this very choice of in- 
clusion has excluded the historic values of selection and single- 
minded devotion. There is no place for any ascetic or Puritan 
ideal. 

IV 

What has been here set forth is an attempt to catch the 
fundamental drive of Dewey’s position on how philosophy’s 
past is to be understood and used. Yet men have not always read 
him thus. These persistent variations raise doubts as to whether 
he has always consistently practiced his own essential teaching. 
We may well conclude by formulating these doubts for his 
adjudication. 

First, the equal necessity of tradition, present experience, and 
reconstructive criticism is intellectually clear. But it is also be- 
yond dispute that the very terms he uses again and again sug- 
gest a loading on the side of deep emotional feeling for libera- 
tion from the past. In Dewey’s lifetime America has emanci- 
pated itself from restricting provincialism and narrow and fos- 
silized religious and moral codes. His leadership in that eman- 
cipation has been effective and mighty: but it has determined 
his task and defined his own historic problems-. This is both 
understandable and Inevitable. But the warm sympathies so 
generously enlisted in the struggles of what is now his and not 
our generation have left their train of misconceptions. The 
question they raise is, are we to trust his obvious feelings, or 
his considered words? Are we to approach the past as revolu- 
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tionaries who would fain forget as much of it as we can, and 
make a wholly fresh start? or are we to analyze and use it in 
the interests of experimental reconstruction? 

Secondly, there is the method whereby the value of past 
ideas is to be judged. Again Dewey’s basic position is clear: we 
must summon all our resources of intellectual analysis to ascer- 
tain how those ideas have operated, in their generating con- 
ditions, in their subsequent career, in our own adjustments. The 
test must be wholly functional: ideas are to be evaluated by 
their consequences in experience. Yet here too Dewey’s practice 
has created misconceptions: to critics he has seemed to commit 
the genetic fallacy, and to admirers, to justify the discrediting 
of ideas by an account of their origins. For instance, it has not 
helped for him to say: “The more adequate [Aristotelian] logic 
was in its own day, the less fitted is it to form the framework 
of present logical theory.”*® It is not the fact but the method 
that raises the question. Is the bare discovery of the genesis of 
beliefs in some past epoch enough to dispose of them? Or is 
such a genetic analysis only a preliminary to determining the 
conditions to be satisfied by a genuinely functional test? 

Thirdly, there is the unceasing polemic against any traffic 
with “certainty” that runs as a thread through all Dewey’s his- 
torical criticisms. To friend and foe this has often appeared the 
most characteristic feature of his treatment of the histol'y of 
philosophy. I have deliberately avoided emphasizing it. For 
though it be essential in his own mind, I doubt whether the 
future will judge it a very significant part of his contribution 
to our knowledge of the past. We have thoroughly learned 
that ideas are relative to a context, and that neither history nor 
science reveals any fixed absolutes.. Those who have not are 
not likely to learn it from Dewey. He has played his part, and 
it would be ungrateful to forget it; but Dewey scarcely gave 
our age its relativism. The constant harping on its previous 
absence sounds a little like the advice to remember the school- 
men were Christians, or the moderns dwellers in an era of 
capitalism. 

The question is rather about the sources of this ancient illu- 

Logic: The Theory of Inquiry, 8i. 
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sion. Does the utmost devotion to changing the world through 
action exclude as a cardinal sin all attempt to change the self 
in emotion and idea? To be intelligent, must one renounce all 
wisdom of renunciation? Are there no vital and strengthening 
arts of consolation? Is not vision itself a power over the pas- 
sions? Dewey’s reasoned answer is clear, and might be abun- 
dantly cited. But there are those passages like the one about 
ideal friendship and the unreality of space and time.*’ Classic 
thought beheld the vision of the communion of the saints. But 
moderns have done better: they have invented the telephone 
and the radio. Is Dewey seriously advising the bereaved to get 
a medium and ring up their dead? The illustration, I fear, is 
symbolic. Would Dewey dismiss out of hand all that imagina- 
tion has done to make existence endurable, just because the 
world has not yet through action been made quite wholly new? 

And finally, there is the judgment of the classic tradition, of 
Greek thought, of Aristotle. Here Dewey’s procedure is more 
revealing than his words. Experience and Nature is not unique, 
but typical; again and again on every major philosophic issue 
he first displays the dualisms, the wrenchings apart, the messy 
confusions of modern thought, only to turn to the Greeks in 
admiration for their clarity of perception. It is their ideas he 
deems fruitful material for further critical development. And 
in contrast to the whole of modern philosophy, save where it 
in turn has most powerfully felt Greek influence, Dewey him- 
self seems to be working primarily with the conceptions of 
Aristotle. In his naturalism, his pluralism, his logical and so- 
cial empiricism, his realism, his natural teleology, his ideas of 
potentiality and actuality, contingency and regularity, qualita- 
tively diverse individuality — above all, in his thoroughgoing 
functionalism, his Aristotelian translation of all the problems 
of matter and form into a functional context — to say nothing 
of his basic social and ethical concepts — in countless vital mat- 
ters he is nearer to the Stagirite than to any other philosopher. 
Where he has used the instruments of a century of critical effort 
— the empiricists’ analysis, the post-Kantian appeal to a more 
human experience, the biological and social conceptions of 

^^Reconstruction in Philosofhyy ii9>i20. 
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human nature, the lessons of a rapidly changing culture — ^it 
has been to carry the Aristotelian attitude still further in the 
direction in which Aristotle criticized Platonism. It were not 
diflicult to exhibit Dewey as an Aristotelian more Aristotelian 
than Aristotle himself. 

Yet one would hardly realize this from his words. His use 
of Aristotelian ideas has been remarkably fruitful. But how- 
ever effective in developing his own position, most of what he 
has explicitly said about Aristotle has conveyed little real his- 
torical illumination: it has been far more relevant to Saint 
Thomas than to the Greek. Much of what he points to is there; 
much is not, and is to be found only in the scholastic tradition. 
It would scarcely be proper and pertinent, even if true, to 
maintain here that the total impression he gives of Aristotelian 
thought is nevertheless false. It would be more to the point 
to ask, why should Dewey view Aristotle through the eyes of 
the Neothomists.? Why should he not see Aristotle for what he 
is, the greatest functionalist in the philosophical tradition? — 
he who of all thinkers today can best claim to be the representa- 
tive of Aristotelian thought, the truest follower of him who 
likewise in his time most effectively and suggestively brought 
the criticism of the best scientific thought to bear on the classic 
tradition. 

John Herman Randall, Jr. 
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DEWEY’S LOGICAL THEORY 


I 

A FAIR evaluation of Dewey’s philosophy has been difficult 
to obtain for a number of reasons. For one thing, philos- 
ophers are a bit disingenuous in pretending to be lovers of wis- 
dom and truth j they are more at home in defense and attack than 
in a cooperative search for common meanings and values; their 
major premises have the quality of a religious faith, are felt so 
deeply and to be of such importance that they must be saved. 
It is exceptional for a philosopher to admit that he has made 
a mistake, and if he does admit it, the mistake is said to lie in 
his argument rather than in what he set out to prove. For the 
same reason it is uncommon for a philosopher to make a deter- 
mined and sympathetic attempt to understand an opponent’s 
position. Far too many of the criticisms of Dewey’s pragmatism 
have been based on misunderstandings which have been re- 
peatedly pointed out. If pragmatism has suffered more from 
misunderstanding than most philosophies, I think this is due 
largely to the dogmatic tone of philosophies in general and to 
the aggressive, militant, and revolutionary character of prag- 
matism in particular: the attitude of frontal attack I have found 
stimulating to my own thought, but not conducive to objective 
and sympathetic understanding. 

A second difficulty which dogs pragmatism has already been 
intimated in the statement of its revolutionary character: just 
because Dewey differs from most philosophers more than they 
differ from one another, because he challenges fheir common 
premises, misunderstandings easily arise and are hard to remove. 
Insiders and outsiders speak a different language or, what is 
worse, use the same words with different meanings, and there 
is no recognized common referent for getting in and out of 
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Dewey’s thought. In this predicament “clarifications” of mean- 
ings fail to clarify and merely repeat the underlying difficulty j 
no genuine dispute takes place. 

Owing to a gi-owing impatience with this kind of frustration, 
and to my close association in recent years with philosophers of 
a dominantly realist stamp, I have come to believe and to argue 
that a rapprochement between pragmatism and realism is pos- 
sible when certain misunderstandings on both sides have been 
cleared away. But when I explain and defend Dewey in their 
terms my realist friends tell me that I have actually abandoned 
him and that only personal loyalty prevents me from admitting 
it. This I am not yet prepared to believe, for I think the al- 
leged abandonment is in the main but a change in emphasis and 
in wording. There are so many different brands of pragmatism, 
and subjectivism, relativism, voluntarism and anti-intellectual- 
ism loom so large in the ensemble that it is no wonder that 
Dewey’s essential realism and rationalism get lost in the shuffle. 
Yet if it should turn out that on certain important points I dis- 
agree with Dewey, it is intrinsic to the logic of inquiry that 
philosophic as well as scientific beliefs can be modified without 
any sacrifice of principle. Indeed it has always seemed to me 
that the pragmatist is the least bound by prior commitments of 
all philosophers, so that I should not be worried about personal 
loyalty. 

An adequate account of Dewey’s logical theory would dis- 
close the idealistic no less than the realistic import of this theory 
but, because the realists are for the moment more importunate, 
because they are likely to miss the realism if it is presented in 
proximity with idealism, and because the latter presupposes 
the former, I shall concentrate on the realistic aspects of the 
theory. 

Before turning to Dewey’s logical theory I wish to say a word 
regarding the scope of this essay relative to the other essays of 
the volume, to remind the reader of the historical setting of the 
theory, and to note certain general assumptions of Dewey’s 
philosophy. 

There is bound to be much overlapping in these essays because 
Dewey’s philosophy is all of one piece: metaphysics, episte- 
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mology, logic differ not in their ultimate subject matter but in 
phases or perspectives of the same subject matter. For Dewey 
as for Hegel, continuity is pervasive and all-embracing. While, 
to be sure, Dewey’s empiricism stresses the specific and differen- 
tial conditions under which natural events are experienced, and 
thus differs from Hegel in noting the plurality, individuality, 
novelty, and piecemeal characters of events j yet these articula- 
tions are not alien to one another but fall within a unitary world. 
Experience and nature are not separate entities conjoined or 
added together; experience is rather the forms which nature 
assumes in interactions of non-organic and organic events in- 
cluding human events. Much of the difficulty in understanding 
Dewey would be obviated if more attention were paid to his 
naturalism and less to his empiricism. Instrumental and experi- 
mental logic is naturalistic, not a logic of a separate world of 
thought but a logic of natural events which are functioning on 
a meaning level. By the same token, naturalistic metaphysics 
may appropriately be regarded as instrumental and experi- 
mental because thinking behavior only actualizes and utilizes to 
better advantage the instrumental and experimental potentiali- 
ties of natural events. Because of the polarity of the contextual 
and the perspectival aspects of Dewey’s philosophy, because its 
logical theory is material as well as formal in having to do with 
natural events in their thought connections, this examination of 
the logical theoiy is of necessity an examination of much more 
than ordinarily passes for logical theory. 

The realistic and naturalistic import of Dewey’s philosophy 
is partly concealed by reason of its historical setting and its pri- 
mary motivation. Dewey’s metaphysics is a development of his 
logical theory, and much of the Essays in Exferimental Logic 
was written before realism took shape, and it was written partly 
as a reaction against and partly as a development of idealism. 
As a result the terminology is more subjectivistic than it needs 
to be or means to be. However, the insistence that thought is 
an agency for r(?constituting e^dstence and that knowledge re- 
solves conflicting impulses or habits and settles an unsettled 
tensional state of affairs is primarily a result of Dewey’s engross- 
ment in education, morals, and politics. In this sense, Dewey 
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has always been an idealist in the proper sense of that term, if 
I may take that liberty. Where for idealism the world was 
created as a necessity for the self-realization of moral will and 
of thought — as a series of obstacles or contradictions to be over- 
come — for Dewey, the world is in its own right precarious, 
hazardous, challenging. Consequently pragmatic idealism is 
grounded on a realistic and naturalistic basis. Judgments of value 
and of practice, of what ought to be done, are grounded both by 
inception and by “warranted conclusion” in judgments of fact. 
Dewey looks at the world primarily from the perspective of the 
moralist, the educator, and the ordinary man; only secondarily 
and hence instrumentally from the perspective of the theoretical 
scientist and the metaphysician. The question of what the world 
is gets a bit squeezed by the question of what we can make of it, 
of what it is doing to us and of what we can do to it. 

In evaluating experimental logic we can do no better than 
to apply to it the test which it applies to other theories. Philo- 
sophic thought depends upon an act of choice and of selective 
discrimination for a purpose or a preference. “Honest empirical 
method will state when and where and why the act of selection 
took place, and thus enable others to repeat it and test its 
worth.”* The pragmatist chooses to look at the world tem- 
porally, longitudinally, historically rather than spatially, hori- 
zontally, and structurally. But one does not have to view the 
world exclusively or primarily in this way, and there is nothing 
in empirical method that requires it. One can, and I think one 
must, acknowledge that knowing is an experimental process in 
which there is deliberate interference with antecedent existence. 
Nature itself is reconstituted in the process. But one must also 
acknowledge — and the casual reader is likely to miss this in 
Dewey — ^that the purpose of knowledge in using experiment in 
science and largely in practical life is to discover what exists and 
what antecedently existed apart from the experiment. The real- 
ist underestimates the force of the active, experimental, trans- 
forming nature of the knowing process; and the pragmatist is 
in danger of overestimating it. Conversion of eventual func- 
tions into antecedent existence Dewey regards as the philosophic 

^Experience and Nature, 36 . 
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fallaq^,* but it seems to me that this depends on what antecedent 
existence we are talking about. The antecedent existences which 
set the problem for thoughtful Inquiry are experimentally trans- 
formed} we do not merely change our “thinking.” But equally 
through experimental inquiry in science we creatively discover 
other antecedent existences than those just mentioned which 
existed quite apart from our inquiry. On this point there is at 
times confusion in Dewey’s language and perhaps overemphasis 
on the creative power of intelligence, but Dewey himself sup- 
plies the correction. Though he stresses the temporal aspect of 
existence and the transformation made in it by thought (itself 
an existential process), though he concentrates on the macro- 
scopic traits of nature as it Impinges upon us in our ordinary 
experience, yet he recognizes that thought is as much inquiry 
into the microscopic and stable conditions of nature, which have 
been settled in nature before they have been settled for us, as 
thought is a reconstruction of gross existence. 

II. Logical Subject Matter 

Dewey’s philosophy begins and ends in logical theory as the 
method of inquiry. All of the many fields which this philosophy 
has explored are in terms of differences of subject matter varia- 
tions upon the central theme of inquiry. A reciprocal relation- 
ship binds the theme and its variations; apart from the actual 
occurrence of different kinds of natural events with distinctive 
qualities there would be no specific inquiries, much less inquiry 
into inquiries} apart from a generalized method of inquiry 
specific inquiries would lack direction and control. The former 
relationship however is the more important in the sense that 
all thought must follow the lead of its subject matter, and all 
that logic can do is to clarify, generalize, and systematize what 
specific investigations do when they succeed in performing what 
they set out to do. Dewey is empiricist and naturalist in recogniz- 
ing the derivative role of thought, the dependence of thought 
upon a non-logical subject matter. He is a rationalist far excel- 
lence in recognizing the paramount role of intelligence in the 
conduct of life. 

^Experience a?td Nature^ 35. 
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It will be asked how an instrumentalist, experimentalist, and 
immediate empiricist can be a rationalist. The answer is, by being 
a contextualist — ^by placing thought as inquiry imthin the natural 
existential context in which alone it can yield warranted asser- 
tions. Within such a context inquiry is no more an instrument, 
tool, servant than a master. When inquiry turns in upon itself 
it finds that, to produce warranted conclusions, it must proceed 
according to certain rules or stipulations. The stipulations are 
not arbitrary or conventional save in verbal expression, for 
though one can choose whether to think or not, if one thinks, 
one is obliged to follow the a 'priori forms of thought shown by 
inquiry to be implicit in all previous rational inquiry and neces- 
sary for further inquiry. 

I must confess that I fail to find an impassable gulf between 
this rationalism which makes logical forms postulational and 
ordinary rationalism. If, to adapt Kantian terminology, the ra- 
tionalist means by pure reason formal factors that are tran- 
scendental but not transcendent of empirical subject matter, then 
logical forms as postulates are forms of pure reason. Identity 
of meaning in inference, for example, is, if you please, a postu- 
late or a demand or a responsibility which one agrees to make in 
rational inquiry, it is even a product of inquiry j but it is shown 
in the process to be necessary for any rational inference regard- 
less of differences of empirical subject matter. Rationalists, I 
suppose, would concede that with the progress of knowledge 
and the development of science old logical forms are abandoned 
as useless, some are found to be erroneously formulated through 
faulty analysis, and new ones are discovered. But rational 
thought presupposes logically (not temporally) a priori rules. 
Unless the rationalist means by. pure logical forms essences 
which subsist at large apart from thought, and unless Dewey 
means by logical forms the sort of postulates which can be made 
and unmade at will, the two positions are only verbally different 
in basic principle. Voluntarism is always in danger of running 
riot in pragmatism. We may rightly insist that there is no 
thought at large but only in the service of interests and needs, 
that differences in needs may and frequently do call for different 
methods or forms of thought as means, that logical means have 
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a natural history and are continuous with prior non-logical oper- 
ations} but we must then acknowledge that what makes the 
instrument serviceable is its intrinsic and definitive character. 
Beginning as means of solving non-logical problems and of 
satisfying non-cognitive needs, logical forms become a priori 
ways of determining whether problems have been solved ra- 
tionally. I suspect that Dewey accepts what he sets down as the 
basic pattern of inquiry, as the sine qua non of all future rational 
inquiry. 

Let us pursue the question of logical subject matter a bit 
further. When the pragmatist defines logic as methodology he 
does so, it seems to me, because logic grew out of inquiry into 
nature and has its primary use in guiding material inference. 
Dewey has no trouble in showing that Aristotelian logic de- 
veloped in this way. Now it is because Dewey is interested in 
logic jor usCy because he is interested in propositions, terms, and 
their formal relations only as constituents of judgment (judg- 
ment being what the rationalist calls “synthetic judgment”) that 
he makes out his case for axioms and first principles as postulates. 
With respect to the ultimate subject matter of logic this argu- 
ment seems to me perfectly tenable, but the rationalist affirms 
a priori certainty only for the proximate subject matter, only for 
what Locke would have called “trifling judgments,” or for what 
the rationalist today calls “analytic judgments.” Dewey admits 
that here rationalism and pragmatism seem to amount to the 
same thing but affirms that there is a radical theoretical differ- 
ence between them. I fail to see this difference if I am right that 
the rationalist need not deny the empirical generation of logical 
forms or the empirical limitations in applying them to empirical 
subject matter, but basically affirms their certainty within their 
abstracted formal medium. I am of course assuming that Dewey 
does not deny the latter. 

III. The Existential Matrix of Inquiry 

In this section we shall be concerned with the antecedents and 
the external aspects of inquiry in the organism-environment re- 
lation — ^with the naturalistic and “epistemological” import of 
the theory, and with “immediate empiricism.” These matters 
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take us into deeper strata of the ultimate subject matter of logic, 
and are the source of much misunderstanding of Dewey’s theory. 

It is a persistent misconception that pragmatism glorifies com- 
mon sense and ordinary conduct at the expense of thought, that 
it belittles theory in behalf of practice, that it is blinded by a 
preference for doings and makings and so ignores the higher 
values of life, that it lightly brushes aside the central philo- 
sophical problem of the relation of thought to reality and substi- 
tutes logically derivative and hence unsupported questions of 
a biological and psychological rather than a philosophical nature. 
The truth is that pragmatists accept as central the question of the 
relation of thought to reality and endeavor to answer the ques- 
tion in the operational and situational context through which the 
question gets intelligible meaning and is capable of being 
answered. Unless our minds are already in some ways in touch 
with reality, unless one connection in some assignable fashion 
is broken relative to other connections that remain intact, this 
question is meaningless. Unless thought is a function of an 
active thinker and unless his thinking is rooted in other activities 
that on occasion demand thinking and provide a consummating 
terminal for thinking, thought is a complete mystery — unthink- 
able even as a mystery. For in that case either we would not 
think at all or else we would have instantaneous and complete 
knowledge. In neither case would the frobletn of the existence 
of reality or the knowledge of it arise. On the other side, if 
reality were just reality, if there were not different kinds or 
groupings of reality, and if these did not present themselves 
ambiguously and unsatisfactorily in our experience in relation to 
our differential purposes and interests; there would be nothing 
in nature or existence or “data” (choose any term that suits your 
philosophy) to offer any ground for the terms “reality” and 
“appearance.” 

Dewey’s logical theory is an elaboration of the thesis that 
the only way to secure continuity is to recognize it when you see 
it and hence to start with it as an indefeasible fact of ordinary 
experience. He accordingly begins with the common sense world 
in which people act, love, hate, suffer, in response to a somewhat 
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settled and somewhat unsettled environment — ^not because he 
prefers pre-reflective activities and existences, not because they 
are more real than reflective activities, but because they are the 
actual and necessary presuppositions of inquiry. Apart from such 
a world there would be no inquiry. The assertion of the existen- 
tial basis of inquiry is an assertion that epistemological subjectiv- 
ism and solipsism are masquerades, impostors, fabrications of 
thought which is forgetful of its origin and function. The origin 
consists in natural events which are organisms in #»/«'action with 
other natural events. On this level of primary behavior unso- 
phisticated as yet by reflection about it, the organism finds the 
environment satisfying or dissatisfying, responsive or unrespon- 
sive, stable or unstable; and it finds that the ordering of these 
qualitative events can in a measure be changed by its own ac- 
tivities in response to its needs. On this primary level of im- 
mediate experience, qualities which philosophers distinguish 
with dubious propriety as primary, secondary, and tertiary are 
“had” or enjoyed or suffered as qualities of things — not as 
private data of consciousness for inference to things. 

It has not been asserted in the foregoing that the environment 
of the organism exhausts nature or that the whole of nature 
depends upon experience. Rather it is the essence of experience 
that it is in nature, continuous with it, a part of it.* Nay more, 
the immediately experienced qualitative environment is found 
to act upon us in ways that we cannot, at least for the time, as 
well as in ways that we can modify. It is this hard factual and 
resistant trait of things that leads later to the development of 
the sciences and to the discovery of different kinds of environ- 
ment — physical, biological, social, and so on. It is a patent fact 
of experience that much of the world transcends the parts now 
perceived, that life is restrictive and selective within a world. 
Or if you please, we are conscious of a fringe beyond which 
whatever exists is now inaccessible. Much of the world may be 
never directly accessible. Experience is a form of existence, a 
part of the natural history of existence. Experience is, as such, 
a part of a wider field of existence. The pragmatist willingly 

* Logic, 33 . 
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acknowledges this dualism within the world which the epistemo- 
logical dualist mistakes usually for a dualism of mind and nature 
as independent substances. We return to this matter later. 

We have said that the external world is immediately experi- 
enced, and yet we are claiming to know that what is experienced 
as external is real. Is this not a paradox? The answer is that 
our present statements do not, of course, by themselves prove 
the existence of the external world. The critic can but be asked 
to have some experience to which we can point and to see for 
himself what he finds — ^to see whether qualities are not had as 
qualities of things in the world rather than as subjective data for 
inference to an external world. Moreover, what other recourse 
is there for inquiry and thought if thought is to lead to any 
knowledge whatsoever, save in facts that are had and are had 
as not in need of further thought for the problem at hand? How 
otherwise are we ever to get beyond thinking? If I treat a man 
who menaces me with a club as a collection of sense-data, and he 
bumps me with a club, I don’t have to make an inference to 
tell what has happened to me and to tell that the happening 
has an external source. The immediate experience of such hap- 
penings is not said to be immediate knowledge, for knowledge 
is a function of judgment, and no judgment is necessary about 
what one immediately has. 

To the further objection that while our account of prc-reflec- 
tive experience is plausible enough on the pre-reflective level, 
yet analysis shows that “immediate experience” is frequently if 
not always in error, we reply by carrying our own analysis 
further. We might ask once more how an error of immediate 
experience could be made out ultimately apart from reference 
to another immediate experience. But instead we reply briefly 
to the argument for the subjectivity of “secondary” and “ter- 
tiary” qualities. If these are subjective, so are the “primary” 
qualities, for all qualities rest on complex causal conditions, some 
of which involve the nervous organization of sense organs and 
the brain. But there is no good reason for regarding any of these 
qualities as subjective. The argument confuses an effect with 
its organic cause. In perceiving qualities, we do not perceive their 
causes 5 and if we did, we might as well perceive the physical 
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causes as the organic ones, for all qualities rest partly on physical 
causes. It must be noted that the pragmatist does not say that 
qualitative objects are external in the sense of being Independent 
of organisms} these objects belong to our environment, and our 
environment is a function of our organic structure as much as 
of the structure of inanimate things. Moreover, organisms be- 
long to nature as much as inanimate things do. 

Another 'argument is to the effect that we perceive qualities 
differently when we are grown than when we are infants. To 
this contention and its variations we reply by admitting the 
facts and by questioning the interpretation of them. The fact 
that earlier perceptual or sensory qualities are modified, by rea- 
son of modifications in brain paths that have occurred with or 
without 'previous inferences, is mistaken to mean that we are 
'now making an unconscious inference from subjective Images 
to objective independent things. The qualities themselves have 
changed because of the change in organic conditions that affect 
them} we don’t make an inference from the old qualities or 
“data” to the new qualities. 

It is interesting that Professor Rcichenbach agrees with 
Dewey that perceptual qualities are not subjective data used in 
inference to things but are rather immediately experienced qual- 
ities of things. This is notable because he goes on to claim never- 
theless that secondary and tertiary qualities are qualities of “im- 
mediate existences” which are in so far forth subjective. His 
argument takes the line that illusions and dreams prove the 
point: we can be mistaken in perception whether we are making 
an inference or not. In so far as we are mistaken, “immediate 
existence” is subjective} in so far as we are right, “immediate 
existence” is objective.'* But this objection seems to me termi- 
nological. He admits that a camera would register as bent the 
stick partly submerged in water, but he argues that nevertheless 
the stick is straight. Just as the stick is fortunately not affected by 
all the abuse which has been heaped upon it, it is not affected 
by the ciiffraction of light in water which only makes it appear 
bent. The answer is that this is an existential question of physical 
operations, not a question of failure of perception to report what 

^Experience and Prediction ^ 198 and fassim. 
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is there in the given physical perspective. A camera does not 
make inferences and we do not make an inference in perceiving 
the bent stick. Illusion could occur if we took the optical stick 
as a datum or sign for an inference that the optical stick is al- 
together like the tactual stick or like the optical stick out of 
water, or that in perception of either sort we have a safe datum 
for inference to the physical conditions underlying the apparent- 
and-real stick. Realists misinterpret Dewey by supposing that 
in saying that we perceive a natural event he means that we 
perceive the causes of its occurrence or properties of its behavior 
in other environments than the perceptual one specified. Dewey 
expressly states that the existential matrix of inquiry is the inter- 
action of organism and environment. This is why I suspect that 
Mr. Reichenbach’s objection is lexicographic. 

I am not optimistic enough to suppose that the difficulties cited 
have been cleared up, and I do not say that there are no genuine 
difficulties, but we must understand the theory before we can 
criticize it. Realists think that Dewey’s claim that perception is 
not a case of knowledge is undone by his claim that perceptual 
objects are real. For if they are real, must this not mean that 
a perceptual judgment conscious or unconscious has been ex- 
cogitated to the effect that the datum is in fact the external 
object as the cause of the datum.? The answer is that on the 
primary qualitative level of perception (a secondary cognitive 
level will be examined in the next section of this essay) what 
is had is no more an inference than coughing, breathing, or 
sneezing is an inference. These are all natural occurrences in- 
volving the organism and the environment. Things had in this 
way are not affairs of knowledge because there can be no question 
about their occurrence for thought to raise, no doubt that they 
exist as they appear, and because things must be had before 
they can become affairs of knowledge or inquiry. They become 
affairs of inquiry, of thoughtful discrimination, of careful noting 
when there is a question of having them again or of what they 
mean relative to other things had or relative to their conditions 
and consequences. Thus w,hen a physicist uses physical instru- 
ments he may reasonably doubt whether the instruments are 
adapted to the use to which he puts them, but he does not doubt 
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the existence of the instruments. When he makes observations 
for purposes of testing a theory he does not think he is observing 
his own mind. When a scientist observes a fact contrary to what 
prior knowledge or law led him to expect he does not regard the 
fact as psychical ; science requires that the prior law be reformu- 
lated to include the exceptional instance. Of course, these cita- 
tions are illustrations of inquiry rather than of pure immediate 
experience; nevertheless they point to the experienced existen- 
tial basis of inquiry and indicate that we inquire into the mean- 
ing of existence and not into the meaning of “psychical data.” 

I think this whole question of the non-cognitive status and of 
the reality of the perceptual situation (I say situation because the 
realist’s “data” are post-analytic discriminated components of 
the perceptual situation and not the situation originally had) 
can be clarified if we keep in mind the difference between the 
realist’s and the pragmatist’s meaning of knowledge. For the 
realist it seems, if he i.^ consistent, any experience is knowledge — 
breathing I dare say as much as perception of a colored patch — 
in so far as what is experienced is in fact independent of the ex- 
perient and belongs to the “physical” world. For the pragmatist, 
experience is not a knowing-experience save as there is in the 
existential situation experienced something dubious or problem- 
atic, calling for judgment about and hence inquiry into the 
meaning (not the existence) of the situation. Inquiry passes into 
knowledge or rather warranted assertion when inference from 
features of the situation taken as data or signs is actively fol- 
lowed out to other existential occurrences signified, in such a 
way that the initial dubious situation becomes reconstituted and 
settled. Only relative to other natural events is the initial per- 
ceived situation cognitive or problematic. 

Now it seems to me that it is practically unimportant whether 
we say with some realists that dreams, “illusions,” and some 
qualities in ordinary normal perception are sulyective, or say 
with the pragmatists that all qualities perceived or had are real, 
and that in the case of some qualities the requisite conditions for 
their occurrence lie more within the organism than without. 
What is theoretically important is that the dualistic realist can- 
not make out a case for subjective “data” without appealing to 
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conditions that are “subjective” in relation to other conditions 
that are “objective.” There is no harm in speaking proleptically 
of dreams as subjective on the ground that their major condi- 
tions are organic, but it is a serious confusion of thought to treat 
perceptual qualities in general as psychical, for the “problem” 
of getting to an external world is then insoluble. The actual facts 
in inquiry are the same for the realist as for the pragmatist. The 
astronomer makes warranted assertions about stellar events on 
the basis of observations which he certainly does not regard as 
subjective. Yet he knows that all perceptual qualities rest partly 
on organic conditions. Notwithstanding the organic conditioning 
of the visible star, he regards the visible star as on the same 
level of reality as the astronomical star which is its physical 
cause. The visible light is a physical occurrence continuous with 
its physical cause. The astronomer does not mistake the per- 
ceived effect for its cause; on the contrary, since he is not dealing 
with a representative mental content but a physical event, he is 
able to trace the process back ro its cause. Realist, pragmatist, and 
astronomer all believe in distant physical events that do not 
depend on the observer, that are not themselves perceived. All 
three believe that these events can be known. This is possible, 
according to the pragmatist and the astronomer, because the 
percept is itself a natural object and not a content in the mind 
purporting to represent an independent external object. The 
pragmatist and the scientist are the true realists because they do 
not open the door to a subjective mental world, then close it 
against the objective world, then forget how they got in, and 
then hunt for cracks in the wall by which they hope to “see” out. 

IV. Data and Meanings 

Attention has been directed to- the pre-reflective existential 
situation in order to emphasize the continuity of experience and 
nature and the continuity of both with inquiry. Nature under- 
goes inquiry when natural events act upon human organisms in 
certain ways and when these organisms react in certain ways; by 
reason of this interaction, within nature, of organisms and their 
environment, natural events behave differently, take on new 
properties, become subject to a measure of control, and are forced 
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to reveal hidden structural relations among themselves as a result 
of the existential operations of the process of inquiry. Why in- 
quiry occurs, what it is about, how it proceeds, what consum- 
mates and terminates it are all questions pertaining to natural 
existence. Central to these questions is the role of data, mean- 
ings, and the objects of knowledge. We consider the interplay 
of data and meanings in this section, and the objects of knowl- 
edge which eventuate through this interplay in the following 
section, though in so doing we lose perhaps as much as we gain 
in clarity of exposition. 

Perception has been treated so far as a non-cognitive occur- 
rence, as an immediate experience of qualitative events of the 
environment. Things are had and used, Dewey repeatedly tells 
us, before they are known. The purpose of knowing is to be able 
to have and use them in a better and more secure manner. But 
realists and others will ask whether this clean-cut distinction be- 
tween having and using on the one side and knowing on the 
other is warranted. Is not perception, at least in human beings, 
always cognitive? Dewey has been misunderstood on this point 
for he does not deny this allegation (though our previous argu- 
ment represents him as denying it) but only asks us to consider 
in what way perception is cognitive. Does it follow, he asks, that 
because perception involves inference it requires that the datura 
be in the mind? And what is the nature of this inference? 

In perception we experience clouds as a sign of rain or a patch 
of darkish sky as a sign of a cloud. If we take our experience 
at its face value, we must admit that a good share of the time we 
perceive things more in terms of what they suggest than in terms 
of what they directly appear to be and, Dewey would add, of 
what they are. We look at objects in our hurried and practical 
life for what we can do with them, for their existential con- 
nections with other objects that we want to get or have to get. 
Inference is from one thing as means to another as end, not from 
the mind to the world. So Dewey does not deny that perception 
is cognitive; in fact, he states that it is precisely because things 
are so prolific in their suggestions and so uncertain as signs that 
inquiry is necessary to control the suggestions. 

The realist will not deny that phenomenally this sort of 
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thing occurs. The theory is perhaps now clearer to him but he 
is still not satisfied. He will say that the non-problematic basis 
in the seen cloud for the suggestion of rain seems non-problem- 
atic and immediate only because we have not stopped to ask 
whether there is really a problem there. The cloud itself is an 
inference so far as our experience is concerned. Dewey, I think, 
would reply to this crucial question by saying that there are two 
points here to be distinguished. First, the perceived cloud is 
not necessarily an inference, it is ordinarily a fact in the minded- 
organism-environment in which it occurred, and we take it to 
be an inference only because we confuse a later judgment with 
the fact. Secondly, while the perceived cloud is a natural event 
in the perspective noted, it can of course become an afFair of 
knowledge, we can ask (as the realist has asked) whether what 
we are looking at is a cloud or indicates a cloud. But in this case 
inference in principle is the same as before: where before we 
took the cloud as a sign of rain, we now take what is seen as a 
sign of a cloud. Inference goes from one aspect of nature to 
another, actual or possible, not from a mental content to nature. 
Whenever we ask whether what we see is real we are asking 
what it indicates as to its connections with other things, things 
not now given. 

We return from this objection to the main topic. The per- 
ceptual situation ordinarily is one of qualitative things given as 
such; it is not a presentation of “sense-data” as an appearance 
or representation of objects, much less of the external cause 
of the “sense-data.” But ordinarily what is given with its own 
qualitative integrity and intrinsic meaning — a table, a cloud, or 
any of the familiar objects of our experience — is attended to 
more for what it suggests than for what it is. Ordinarily things 
are instruments for use in securing or avoiding other things not 
present} they are not objects of knowledge or even just objects 
had. Things that occur usually occur as appearances or represen- 
tations, and it is this circumstance that makes plausible the real- 
ist’s theory that perception is essentially a judgment. However, 
things are appearances or representations usually of other 
things that are to follow or that may follow, as rain may follow 
the gathering clouds. The extrinsic office by which things point 
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to Other things Dewey defines as the primary relation of in- 
ference. Inference is the “sign-significance” relation.' Inference 
from clouds as a natural sign to rain as what is indicated is, if you 
please, cognitive} but it is not judgmental or does not have to 
be. It is a matter of habit and of expectation. We do not have to 
think to make such inferences, for the expectation is grounded 
in natural occurrences. Meanings are in things before they are 
“in minds.” If Dewey at times seems to deny that such expec- 
tations are cognitive, he means then that they are not the work 
of thought. Signs are as much immediately experienced as are 
things. 

Much has been made of the existential setting of inquiry. We 
have just said that expectation is grounded in natural occur- 
rences, but we have also said that this does not mean that the 
worth of the expectation is so grounded. Valid inference has to 
be established in inquiry. A bell rings and we go to the door 
perhaps to find nobody there; then there is a problem for in- 
quiry. Inquiry takes place by the interplay of data and meanings, 
so that we must now consider in what way data and meanings 
function. 

On the one side, meanings are functions of things in the 
environment; on the other side they are functions of thought. 
The success of inquiry turns on this fact: that existential mean- 
ings and ideational meanings are quite different and are yet in 
inquiry, as will presently be noted, closely related to each other. 
We say that smoke seen means fire, and we say that the idea or 
thought of smoke means or implies fire. In the first case, one 
actual event indicates another event as possible or as expected. 
In the second, one concept means another. To avoid confusion, 
Dewey sharply distinguishes the former relation as that of 
“sign-significance” from the latter relation as that of “symbol- 
meaning.” The former relation defines inference; the latter 
defines implication.* 

Now signs, or more properly natural signs, and symbols have 
in common the fact that they are existential events. The word 
smoke as written, seen, spoken, or heard, is a particular physical 

* Logic, 5t, s6- 

* Logic, 51 - 56 . 
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thing} but, unlike the smoke seen, it functions as a universal in 
discourse. Granted that reasoning operates with ideas or con- 
cepts, it does so only by the manipulation of symbols arranged 
as terms, propositions, and the like. There is no thought without 
language behavior. The advantage of language is of course that 
it provides tools of thought that can be manipulated quite in- 
dependently of external events: it gives us the mixed blessing 
of formal logic. Language has however, save for philosophers, 
the further advantage that it takes us away from actual smoke 
and fire to symbols as substitutes so as to bring us back with 
the means of identifying, recognizing, understanding, and con- 
trolling smoke and fire. Qualitative events existentially con- 
nected become converted into definite objects, that is, into events 
having characters and not just qualities and sign-values. Lan- 
guage enables us to Invest existential events with properties 
that they owe to their existential involvements in the way of 
causes, effects, and correlates. Things are no longer simply had 
and used but are meaningfully had and used ; they can be known 
whenever there is any occasion to induce inquiry. The ways in 
which things can operate as signs of other things are vastly mul- 
tiplied. Inference no longer has to be a matter of luck} it be- 
comes grounded in science and previous inquiries, and it is 
subject always to fresh inquiries. Yes, language is indeed man’s 
greatest invention. 

Three different kinds of meaning have been noted, and even 
these are not exhaustive. In review, they are as follows: (r) 
Some meanings are intrinsic to natural events as experienced} 
they are had as immediately and as directly as qualities. Qual- 
ities of pre-analytic and also of post-analytic experience are qual- 
ities of things. Animal psychology and especially gestalt psy- 
chology have established the situational nature and the whole- 
ness of the perceptual environment. Prior to the development 
of language, animals react to whole objects — not to qualities out 
of which they construct objects. The Lockean psychology, ac- 
cording to which qualities are primitive data or “simple ideas” 
and things are “complex ideas,” has been discredited. When re- 
flection begins, it operates by abstraction and discrimination 
rather than by addition and comparison. Equally, the objects of 
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our world which we take to be there without any question be- 
cause they are objects of past knowledge, so well established 
that there is no longer any occasion to think about them, are 
cases of intrinsic meanings. We have learned that fire is a dan- 
gerous thing j it has the intrinsic meaning of danger. As Dewey 
puts it, pre-analytic and post-analytic objects are objects be- 
cause they make ‘^sense,” they have significance in themselves. 
Much of logical theory and of logical positivism has been ar- 
tificial because it has ignored the fact that meanings are given 
in things before they are taken in language and thought. 

(2) A second kind of meaning has been noted in the “sign- 
significance” relation of inference. I would speak of “significa- 
tion” rather than of “significance,” because this kind of mean- 
ing, in contrast with the previous kind, is extrinsic or instru- 
mental. Corresponding to the two sub-types of intrinsic mean- 
ing, there are two sub-types of extrinsic meanings of things. In 
the simpler case, one thing suggests another, leads us to expect 
the other, without instigating reflection or inquiry. In the more 
complex case, the inference from the one thing to the other is 
made explicit through inquiry. We stop to analyze the first thing 
to determine what there is about it that will warrant the ap- 
pearance of the other thing. We want to know whether the cloud 
that suggests rain is one that really means (signifies) rain, 
whether what appears as a cloud really is (signifies) a cloud, 
and what kind of a cloud It is. In this inquiry, we pass from one 
object to another object — from the cloud to the rain — ^by means 
of intermediate symbols or ideas. But while these symbol- mean- 
ings are important, it must be emphasized that they are inter- 
mediate, they are what we think with and not what we think 
about. As Dewey says, “What a thing means [signifies] is 
another thing; it doesn’t mean a meaning.”’ 

(3) A third class of meanings is this class of symbol-mean- 
ings which We acquire and use in language operations in develop- 
ing implications. Meaning is at bottom a functional relationship 
between things as signs and other things as signified, but a 
meaning is an idea, a gesture, a symbol as a substitute for what 
is existentially indicated.® Now symbol-meanings point in two 

^ Essays in Experimental Logic , 430. 

^ Ibid., 43a. 
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directions: they are meanings of thought in their own medium of 
language but they refer or may refer indirectly to existential 
happenings. Hence if we ask what are the meanings of words, 
the question is ambiguous. Ideas or symbols mean things only 
in the sense that (to use Dewey’s words) they “refer” and have 
“application” to things, and their application is by way of ob- 
servation of and experiment with existential happenings. Neither 
ideas nor statements nor propositions mean things in the sense 
of implying them and supplying evidence for them. Symbol- 
meanings mean or imply other symbol-meanings, and in reason- 
ing or ratiocination we elaborate and clarify the implications or 
meaning of an hypothesis. Any symbol, any word, is a meaning- 
ful term of discourse and of that talking with oneself which con- 
stitutes thought because any word is a part of a system of words, 
having no meaning apart from the system. That we engage in 
reasoning despite its tautological character is due to the fact that 
we cannot hold all the implications of an idea in our mind, that 
we can make mistakes in drawing implications, and that some 
and not other implications are relevant to the inquiry that we 
are conducting regarding matters of existential fact. But the 
point to be stressed is that no existential fact can be deduced 
from symbol-meanings, from any system of such meanings, or 
from any amount of reasoning with such meanings. The con- 
clusions from reasoning are as hypothetical as the hypothesis 
from which they start. 

It is hoped that this discussion of meaning will clarify the 
pragmatist’s position relative to the realist’s. If the realist main- 
tains that ideas as such mean existential objects by being repre- 
sentations of them, and further maintains that by reasoning we 
can establish the truth or probability of ideas arranged in the 
form of propositions, the pragmatist dissents. He asserts that 
meaning and warranted assertions are fundamentally a connec- 
tion of inference between a thing meaning and a thing meant 
or, as Dewey now puts it, between a thing signifying and a thing 
signified. He admits that reasoning is important but claims that 
it is distinct from inference and powerless apart from inference. 
The power of reasoning is the power of language in reconstitut- 
ing a natural sign into a significant sign, and in reconstituting a 
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thing or situation indicated into a significant indication. We turn 
now to the role of data in order to explain how this power of 
thought is exerted and how the gap between thought and ex- 
istence is bridged. 

It is customary to speak of data as entities that are given, one 
school of realists holding that these entities are mental or logical 
contents as representations, and another school holding that they 
are external existential events either as identical with the ex- 
ternal object of knowledge or as a part of that object. For 
Dewey, the datum is not what is given but what is taken, 
selected, noted, observed, discriminated for the purpose of in- 
ference. What is given is the whole perceptual situation. What 
is taken as datum depends on the specific purpose of the in- 
quiry, and purposes are manifold. Much of what is given may 
be irrelevant to the matter in question. In much of our practical 
life, as previously mentioned, we pay scarcely any attention at 
all to the objects around' us and look only for the things that 
they indicate. If the doorbell rings, the question may be whether 
to go to the door and who is the intruder and is he a welcome 
guest. In science and in more complicated problems, the ques- 
tion is what the datum is in its sign connection with other things. 
But in no case can there be any question concerning the given as 
such, can the datum be identical with the given, for we cannot 
inquire into what we indubitably have. 

Now inferences occur with and without judgment or in- 
quiry. Hence it might be said that in either case a natural sign 
is a datum for a quaesitum, for a thing indicated. If a dog fol- 
lows a scent and picks up a bone, the odor as a sign is a datum 
if you please. Dewey, however, reserves the term “datum” for 
those signs which are problematic for thought, which are judged 
uncertain as to their outcome and signification. Since logical 
theory is concerned with judgment, this usage is not arbitrary, 
and no one will question the difference between the two situa- 
tions. In this restricted sense then, a datum is an existential 
happening or some phase of the perceptual situation which poses 
a problem and helps to define it. I hear a rumbling noise and 
ask: “What is that?” I am asking what the sound signifies. I 
am asking for the meaning in the sense of signification, in this 
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case for the indicated cause. My attention is focused on the noise, 
alert, trying to discriminate what kind of noise it is, in order to 
ascertain the cause that it signifies. Suggestions of possible sig- 
nifications pop into my mind from my store of symbol-meanings. 
These significations are symbol-meanings. It may be an earth- 
quake, and it may be the detonation of guns from the battleships 
ofiF shore. It may be any one of a number of things. The point for 
the moment is that nothing is a datum in isolation, simply as 
given or as presented} a datum is always representative, in- 
volves a disturbed connection with what is not given, requires 
a careful determination of present fact as much as of other facts 
not present. The point is also that no event can qualify as a 
datum save as it is reconstituted in inquiry as a signification of 
other events by the intervention of symbol-meanings. Data and 
meanings are correlative. 

The enduring truth of idealism is that factuality must be 
qualified by meanings before we can make judgments about it. 
The enduring truth of realism is that factuality must have a 
brute quality and articulate structure of its own before judg- 
ments can have relevance and validity. The enduring truth of 
pragmatism is that, as active organisms, we are in the world and 
of it, we don’t altogether have to acquiesce in facts as they come, 
we can alter the facts as they affect us by operationally applying 
our purposes and meanings to them so that they become data 
for knowledge by becoming data for successful action. 

We may pause here to consider an ambiguity in the term 
“given” which I suspect is the source of what may turn out to 
be a merely verbal dispute between pragmatism and a recent 
version of realism. My colleague. Professor Donald C. Wil- 
liams, has made an ingenious attempt to save direct realism 
by maintaining the “innocence of the given.”® A bush may be 
given or presented to me in perception, he would say, and I may 
perceive it as a bush or as a man or as something else. On this 
position, perception is always a cognition of the given, but 
neither the perception nor what is given to perception guarantees 
that the perception of the given is true. Only a further cognition 
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in terms of further evidence can authenticate the initial percep- 
tion, and this authentication is inductive and a matter of prob- 
ability. Now obviously this position differs from Dewey’s in 
two respects: perception is treated simply as a kind of knowing, 
and yet the objectivity and independence of the given prevent 
us from knowing it or knowing that we know it at the time it 
is given. It is no wonder therefore that Professor Williams is 
incredulous at the pragmatist’s thesis that the given, as taken, 
as datum, is transformed in inquiry. Quite the contrary, if the 
given object is what is existentially there apart from our experi- 
ence of it, then by definition it is certainly not modified in in- 
quiry. It is so unmitigatedly innocent that I fail to see why 
inquiry should ever be concerned with it at all. But I wish to 
honor and not to damn the realist here, and Mr. Williams seems 
to me to have put his finger on the essential truth of realism — 
namely, that what is given to us in perception and recognized 
for what it is, is connected with (though not identical with) 
events which are independent of the perceiving subject. The 
pragmatist’s thesis is that, if the given be recognizable real 
features of the perceptual environment of the organism, and 
if inquiry can so control the given as to establish reliable features 
within it as data or signs for inference to what is not given, then 
we can so modify the perceptual situation given as to reveal 
what is there apart from the perceiving subject. The independ- 
ence of the “given,” as referred to by Mr. Williams, is not 
disputed: a bush is a bush, regardless of the way in which we 
perceive it or think about it. 

We return to this matter presently when we consider the 
status of the object of knowledge or the cognoscendum. For the 
moment we must gather together our statements of the role of 
data and meanings in order to explain the reciprocal relation- 
ship between them and the part played by induction and deduc- 
tion in the mutual determination of data and meanings. Dewey 
is charged by many critics with overlooking the essential dif- 
ference between induction and deduction, and with failing to 
solve the problem of induction. Adequate treatment of these 
matters is impossible here, and it will have to suffice to show 
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that induction and deduction are complementary phases of any 
real judgment or inquiry, and that this is due to the protean 
nature of data. 

A situation figures as a datum, we have sdd, when it is taken 
as a problem for thought. It makes no diflFerence how the prob- 
lem arises; it is a datum the moment we ask what it signifies. 
Pragmatists have made unnecessary trouble for themselves by 
stressing the practical nature of the problem, by focusing at- 
tention on habits of action that are impeded or blocked, and 
hence by seeming to insinuate that inquiry is motivated simply 
by the need of facilitating action. Let the motive be what it 
will, the wonderment of a child, the pressing need of escape 
from a burning building, the pure unadulterated curiosity and 
love of knowledge of the theoretical scientist ; the logic of in- 
quiry is the same: there is a subject matter at hand that is un- 
settled and dubious as to its signification. Something has to be 
done to change the situation, to clear it up. What has to be 
changed, if warranted assertion is desiderated, is not our think- 
ing about it, is not simply the facilitation of our own action or 
the promotion of our own comfort; else the ontological argu- 
ment or the will to believe would prove the existence of God. 
What has to be changed is the objective given situation. 

Now to solve the problem is frima facie simply a matter of 
finding out what the datum signifies, a matter of attaching the 
right predicate to the present fact as subject of a judgment, in 
science a matter of going by induction from a particular fact to 
a universal law. But this atomistic way of looking at the world 
does not square with the facts, either of practical or of scientific 
inquiry. If what we perceive is a fact established by previous 
inquiry, if present subject matter is settled, there is no problem 
for thought; we perceive an object, not a datum. But if there is 
a problem in what we perceive, what we want to know is no 
more the predicate than the subject of judgment, no more the 
thing or law signified than the thing signifying. What we want 
to know is whether the thing before us is a reliable case or in- 
stance of the law that we are seeking. In short, data are not given 
but have to be found and determined as such. They are post- 
analytic and not pre-analytic facts of inquiry. The scientist does 
not attempt to solve his problem until he has made sure of what 
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the problem is, until he has experimentally established the facts 
that can be depended upon in further research. Nay more, when 
the particular problem is fully defined that problem is solved. 

In defining a problem we transform temporally antecedent 
subject matter into data. The pragmatist says that in this process 
the object undergoes reconstruction, but this is misleading. The 
object to be known certainly does not undergo reconstruction: 
the bush or a star is not made by inquiry. What is changed is 
the existential subject matter. Data as fragmentary and prob- 
lematic indicate that as yet we don’t have an object, and our prob- 
lem is to find one. A child complains of being sick and we want 
to know what is the matter with him. To find the cause of his 
ailment is the object of our inquiry, but this requires a diagnosis 
of symptoms (data). The inductive phase of the inquiry con- 
sists in the observational and experimental operations by which 
we work over the crude symptoms and refine them so that they 
indicate meanings — indicate them not only by way of suggesting 
them but by way of testing them, A flushed face suggests the 
idea (symbol-meaning) of fever. We test the idea of fever in 
thought by asking what fever means or implies. For a physician 
it implies so many meanings that this idea by itself is of no great 
help, but of course it implies the idea of using a thermometer. 
This process of experimenting with symbol-meanings in thought 
is the deductive phase of inquiry, and its purpose is to provide 
tools and guides for further observation and experiment with 
facts. The idea of fever does not establish that this is a factual 
case of fever j it only points to operations by which we can hope 
to establish that fact. It sends us back for further and more exact 
data. We not only use the thermometer to get an overt test of 
the idea of fever, but we look for other symptoms associated with 
the idea of fever. Whenever we go from facts or data to pos- 
sible meanings or in the reverse direction we are practicing in- 
duction. Whenever we ask an “if-then” proposition, ask what is 
implied in, or what is the meaning of, a suggested hypothesis, 
we are practicing deduction. We deduce not a fact but an idea 
of a fact from an hypothesis. 

We may now summarize our discussion of data and mean- 
ings. Data exhibit the reciprocal interplay of facts and meanings 
or of signs and symbols. Data exhibit in this process the interplay 
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of induction and deduction: induction in so far as the problem 
gets defined, in so far as natural signs are made reliable indica- 
tions of what they signify; deduction in so far as suggested 
meanings, ideas, or hypotheses are elaborated and clarified in 
their implications. Induction is not a process simply of going 
from a particular to a universal ; universals are symbol-meanings 
and their range of application therefore extends far beyond what 
can be existentially established in inquiry. Induction seems to be 
from particulars to universals only because the situation or sub- 
ject matter which instigates inquiry is fragmentary as it stands, 
and is more settled and complete when the inquiry is consum- 
mated. Deduction seems to be from universals to particulars 
only because the final reference and application of implied mean- 
ings is to particular matters of fact, but only meanings can be 
deduced from meanings, and all meanings are universals. Since 
data and meanings modify each other in the course of inquiry, 
it is all one to say that in the end we have solved our problem 
or have correctly defined it; a complete diagnosis of symptoms 
or determination of data defines not only the malady but the 
cause, not only the natural sign but the thing signified. In other 
words, judgment is no more affirming a predicate of a subject 
than determining the proper subject for the predicate. When 
the subject is known the predicate is known because the purpose 
of inquiry is to convert ill-defined subject matter into an articu- 
late existential connection between a subject and a predicate. The 
copula of a real judgment, a “synthetic judgment” is not at all 
like the conjunctive copula of a mere proposition or statement. 
It consists in the existential operations of observation, action, 
experiment by which meanings apply to data and data come 
to signify objects; together with the. operations of discourse by 
which meanings are made fruitful guides to observation and 
experiment. The copula converts problematic subject matter 
into an object of knowledge. 

V. The Object of Knowledge 

An object and an object of knowledge are basically the same 
thing, for an object arises as an existential state of affairs gets 
settled in and by inquiry. We have previously explained that 
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things, like tables, chairs, and the thousands of other things that 
no one questions, are given and are there in perception with 
intrinsic meanings because they are the product of previous in- 
quiries. No questions have arisen to bring us to doubt them. 
They are now had or enjoyed and used — ^had for what they 
intrinsically are, used confidently as signs of other things. They 
are not objects of knowledge now but just objects, unless bare 
recognition be called knowledge} they are, as the direct realist 
says, simply presented. But what he forgets to say is that they 
were established by previous judgment, they were consumma- 
tions before they were presentations. After a house is built it 
functions as a house but it stands up because of the materials 
used and the operations employed. 

Anything is an object, or an object of knowledge, or objec- 
tive, in so far as it is settled, dependable, can be counted on in 
further inquiry or in further action. Now, objects which have 
been established as objectives of previous inquiry of course serve 
as means of further inquiry or of further action. If in the course 
of this action the object is a questionable means for the purpose 
at hand, it becomes subject matter for judgment, it loses its ob- 
jective character as a sign, it becomes functionally subjective 
because uncertain. The uncertainty is not simply one of thought 
nor one of action; the uncertainty of our response is due to the 
uncertainty of the stimulus. Subjectivity is no more a function 
of ideas than of existential subject matter. 

When the situation becomes subject matter for inquiry, we 
employ ideas or symbol-meanings. These are subjective in two 
ways: they register the uncertainty of the subject matter, and 
they are tools for removing that uncertainty. Ideas are plans of 
action for determining data and for determining things not yet 
present but signified by the data. In an oft-quoted illustration 
of Dewey’s, if we come home and find things in disarray, we 
start inquiry into the signification of the situation. The idea of 
being robbed registers an uncertain but also a possible mean- 
ing. It implies the idea of valuable articles missing. That idea 
in turn leads to action and observation for the purpose of 
transforming the subject matter into definite data. If we find 
our valuables intact or missing, in either case something factual 
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and objective has been established. As fulfilling the reference 
of the idea, a datum becomes an object known. We don’t know 
yet, to be sure, that we have been robbed, we don’t yet know 
the object of knowledge, the cognoscendum that we are after. 
But with each step of observation and experiment in which we 
determine facts or data, e.g., that my watch is where I left it, 
that no window or door has been tampered with, we secure 
objects known or data whose signification is settled. We elimi- 
nate or narrow suggested meanings and we get a more definite 
problem. Meanings get established objective reference, and sub- 
ject matter breaks up into definite objects. 

We have now distinguished two ways in which things figure 
as objects, or objects of knowledge: i) as a result of previous 
inquiry, objects are so settled that we treat them simply as 
objects} 2) as a result of present inquiry, we transform ill-de- 
fined subject matter into definite data, and in so far as there 
is still a problem we continue to call these objects data, evidence, 
or signs. Their final significance for our inquiry is not yet known, 
for they have not yielded the cognoscendum as the objective 
of our inquiry. 

What then is the precise status of the cognoscendum? In our 
illustration, from the standpoint of ongoing inquiry, it is what 
the partly defined and partly ill-defined subject matter and our 
ideas point to as the objective. It is whatever is the cause of the 
condition in which we find our house. From the standpoint of 
closed or consummated inquiry, it is the settled objective that 
we were looking for. If we find burglars leaving the place, pos- 
sessing a passkey and articles that belong to us, the object of 
our inquiry is established as a warranted conclusion. The cog- 
noscendum is known because it is .evidence which settles and 
clears up the problematic subject matter. The cognoscendum is 
evidence also which confirms the objective reference of the idea 
or symbol-meaning, burglars. 

It may be granted that in practical life the cognoscendum is 
or may be identical with evidence that we can experience. But 
the realist will insist that in theoretical or scientific knowledge 
the cognoscendum is not the evidence. Our previous discussion 
was pointed for this objection. In practical knowledge we are 



DEWEY’S LOGICAL THEORY 


133 


concerned with ends to be reached, with things to be done, with 
objects that can be known because they can be had. But in science, 
the realist will argue, objects of knowledge are transcendent: 
judgment is aimed at an external object and not at the evidence. 
It is true if it corresponds with the object j the object is not modi- 
fied in the knowing of it. 

The reply is that to suppose Dewey believes otherwise is to 
misunderstand him. In practical knowledge we are interested in 
things that we can change and settle, but in science we are in- 
terested in changes that have already occurred, in what has al- 
ready been settled apart from us. Scientific judgments certainly 
refer to, and aim to know, what lies beyond our qualitative ob- 
jects. Atoms are not convenient fictions, not thought construc- 
tions. Dewey indeed speaks of scientific objects as instruments, 
but this is to say that they are means in nature that have been 
settled in inquiry so that they can be used. They are data or 
facts that have been established. Gross perceptual subject matter 
has been experimentally modified so that we can discover what 
goes on in nature when we are not experimenting. 

The atoms as objects of knowledge are of course not the 
same things as the evidence which makes them objects of war- 
ranted assertion. But what warrants the assertion, what makes 
the atoms known as far as they are known, is the experimental 
evidence. Scientific objects are operationally arrived at, and 
present-day physicists are well aware that new evidence or dif- 
ferent operations may call for a reconstruction of these objects. 
The reconstruction is not a creation of thought; it is guided by 
thought tools but it is conducted by physical instruments that 
are subjected to physical materials having their own indefeas- 
ible properties. These properties, however, display themselves 
as objects of knowledge or as reliable data, only as they are put 
to work in interaction with other things. We know the proper- 
ties of oxygen by noting how it behaves and what it does to 
other things. We don’t know any things-in-themselves; we only 
know what things are under these or those specified conditions. 

What we have said should dispel the misconception that anal- 
ysis, for Dewey, is distortion. Analysis need not distort so long 
as it knows what it is about. Analysis proceeds ‘within the world 
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and not within the mind of a thinker outside the world. Analysis 
of the physical world is always provisional, is always guided by 
some purpose and conducted by experiment. Physical elements 
that arc* ultimate for one analysis may not be ultimate for a 
later one. Objecrs of knowledge arc ends of inquiry and means 
to further :nquiry. 

Donald A. Ptatt 

Department of Phuosophy 

Universtty op California at Los Angeles 
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D r. DEWEY is the foremost representative of a philosophy 
which, whether one accepts or rejects it, must undoubtedly 
be judged to have great importance as a social phenomenon. 
Unlike most academic professors, Dr. Dewey is interested in 
this aspect of a philosophy. He accounts for much in Greek 
theory, and more particularly in Aristotelian logic, by the social 
system of that age. The persistence, among the learned, of ele- 
ments derived from the Hellenic tradition is one of the reasons 
for the divorce between university philosophy and practical 
affairs which is characteristic of our time. Dr, Dewey has an out- 
look which, where it is distinctive, is in harmony with the age 
of industrialism and collective enterprise. It is natural that his 
strongest appeal should be to Americans, and also that he should 
be almost equally appreciated by the progressive elements in 
countries like China and Mexico, which are endeavoring to 
pass with great rapidity from medievalism to all that is most 
modern. His fame, though not his doctrine, is analogous to that 
enjoyed by Jeremy Bentham in his own day — except that Ben- 
tham was more respected abroad than by his compatriots. 

In what follows, I shall not be concerned with these general 
matters, but only with one book: Logic: T he T heory of Inquiry, 
This book is very rich and varied in its contents j it contains 
highly interesting criticisms of past philosophers, very able 
analyses of the prejudices inspiring traditional formal logic, and 
an intimate awareness of the realities of scientific investiga- 
tion. All this makes the book far more concrete than most 
books called ^^Logic.” Since, however, a review should be 
shorter than the work reviewed, I shall ignore everything that 
occurs by way of illustration or history, and consider only those 
positive doctrines which seem to me most characteristic. 
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In every writer on philosophy there is a concealed meta- 
physic, usually unconscious; even if his subject is metaphysics, 
he is almost certain to have an uncritically believed system 
which underlies his explicit arguments. Reading Dr. Dewey 
makes me aware of my own unconscious metaphysic as well 
as of his. Where they differ, I find it hard to imagine any argu- 
ments on either side which do not beg the question; on funda- 
mental issues perhaps this is unavoidable. 

One of the chief sources of difference between philosophers 
is a temperamental bias toward synthesis or analysis. Tradi- 
tionally, British philosophy was analytic, Continental philoso- 
phy synthetic. On this point, I find myself in the British tra- 
dition, while Dr. Dewey belongs with the Germans, and more 
particularly with Hegel. Instrumentalism, his most characteris- 
tic and important doctrine, is, I think, compatible with an ana- 
lytic bias, but in him it takes a form associated with what General 
Smuts calls “holism.^’ I propose to consider first the ^^hoHstic” 
aspect of Dr, Dewey’s logic, and then the instrumentalist doc- 
trine as he sets it forth. 

Dr. Dewey himself has told of his debt to Hegel in the article 
which he contributed to Contemporary American Philosophy 
( 1 930). HegePs thought, he says, 

Supplied a demand for unification that was doubtless an intense emo- 
tional craving, and yet was a hunger that only an intellcctualizcd subject- 
matter could satisfy. , . . The sense of divisions and separations that were, 

I suppose, borne m upon me as a consequence of a heritage of New 
England culture, divisions by way of isolation of self from "the world, 
of soul from body, of nature from God, brought a painful oppression — 
or rather, they were an inward laceration. . . . HegePs synthesis of sub- 
ject and object, matter and spirit, the divine and the human, was, how- 
ever, no mere intellectual formula; it operated as an immense release, 
a liberation. HegePs treatment of human culture, of institutions and 
the arts, involved the same dissolution of hard-and-fast dividing walls, 
and had a special attraction for me. (19) 

He adds, a page or two later: ‘T should never think of ignoring, 
much less denying, what an astute critic occasionally refers to as 
a novel discovery — that acquaintance with Hegel has left a 
permanent deposit in my thinking.” (21) 
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Data, in the sense in which many empiricists believe in them, 
are rejected by Dr. Dewey as the starting point of knowledge. 
There is a process of “inquiry” (to be considered presently), 
in the course of which both subject and object change. The 
process is, in some degree, continuous throughout life, and even 
throughout the history of a cultural community. Nevertheless, 
in regard to any one problem, there is a beginning, and this 
beginning is called a “situation.” A situation, we are told, is 
a “qualified existential whole which is unique.”' Again: “Every 
situation, when it is analyzed, is extensive, containing within it- 
self diverse distinctions and relations which, in spite of their 
diversity, form a unified qualitative whole.” “Singular objects 
exist and singular events occur within a field or situation.” We 
point out rather than point at. There is no such thing as passive 
receptivity; what is called the given is selected, and is taken 
rather than given. 

There are a few further statements about what the world is 
apart from the effects which inquiry has upon it. For instance; 
“There is, of course, a natural world that exists independently 
of the organism, but this world is environment only as it enters 
directly and indirectly into life-functions.” (The words “of 
course,” here may be taken as indicating an underlying meta- 
physic.) Again: ‘'existence in general must be such as to be 
capable of taking on logical forms.” We are told very little 
about the nature of things before they are inquired into; we 
know, however, that, like dishonest politicians, things behave 
differently when observed from the way in which they behave 
when no one is paying attention to them. 

The question arises: How large is a “situation”? In connec- 
tion with historical knowledge. Dr. Dewey speaks of the “tem- 
poral continuity of past-present-future.” It is obvious that, in 
an inquiry into the tides, the sun and moon must be included in 
the “situation.” Although this question is nowhere explicitly 
discussed, I do not see how, on Dr. Dewey’s principles, a “situa- 
tion” can embrace less than the whole universe; this is an in- 
evitable consequence of the insistence upon continuity. It would 

* This and all further quotations in this essay are from Dewey’s Logic • T he 
T heory of Inquiry, unless stated otherwise. 
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seem to follow that all inquiry, strictly interpreted, is an at- 
tempt to analyze the universe. We shall thus be led to Brad- 
ley’s view that every judgment qualifies Reality as a whole. Dr. 
Dewey eschews these speculations because his purpose is prac- 
tical. But if they are to be invalid, it will be necessary (so at 
least it seems to me) to give more place to logically separable 
particulars than he seems willing to concede. 

The relation of perception to empirical knowledge is not, so 
far as I have been able to discover, made very clear in this book, 
what is said on the subject being chiefly negative. We are told 
that sense-data are not objects of knowledge, and have no ob- 
jective existential reference. (The word “existential” occurs fre- 
quently in the book, but its meaning is assumed to be known. 
Here, again, we find evidence of the underlying metaphysic.) 
When it is said that sense-data have no objective existential 
reference, what is meant, no doubt, is that sensation is not a 
relational occurrence in which a subject cognizes something. To 
this I should entirely assent. Again we are told that there are 
three common errors to be avoided : ( i ) that the common-sense 
world is perceptual j (2) that perception is a mode of cognition j 
(3) that what is perceived is cognitive in status. Here, again, 
I agree. But since, clearly, perception is in some way related to 
empirical knowledge, a problem remains as to what this rela- 
tion is. 

The question of the relation of perception to knowledge is 
important in connection with “holism.” For it seems clear that 
we perceive some things and not others, that percepts are links 
in causal chains which are to some extent separable from other 
causal chains, and that some degree of mutual independence in 
causal chains is essential to all empirical knowledge. Let us ex- 
amine this question in connection with perception. 

Dr. Dewey denies “immediate” knowledge and its supposed 
indispensability for mediated knowledge. But he admits some- 
thing which he calls “apprehension,” which has, for him, func- 
tions very similar to those usually assigned to “immediate 
knowledge.” On this subject he says: 

A certain ambiguity in words has played a very considerable role in 
fostering the doctrine of immediate knowledge. Knowledge in its strictest 
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and most honorific sense is identical with warranted assertion. But 
“knowledge” also means understanding, and an object, or an act (and 
its object) that may be — and has been — called apprehension. . . . Just 
as, after considerable experience^ we understand meanings directly, as 
when we hear conversation on a familiar subject or read a book, so 
because of experience we come to recognize objects on sight. I see or 
note directly that this is a typewriter, that is a book, the other thing is 
a radiator, etc. This kind of direct “knowledge” I shall call apprehension; 
it is seizing or grasping, intellectually, without questioning. But it is a 
product, mediated through certain organic mechanisms of retention and 
habit, and it presupposes prior experiences and mediated conclusions 
drawn from them (143). 

I Still have no criticism to make, except that the ^^organic 
mechanisms of retention and habit” and the “prior experiences 
and mediated conclusions” deserve more attention than they 
receive in this volume. Consider the habit of saying “book” on 
certain occasions. We may use this word, as a parrot might, 
merely because we hear some one else use it. We may use it 
because we “think of” a book — whatever may be the correct 
analysis of this phrase. Or we may use it because we see a book. 
We cannot do this last unless we have frequently heard the 
word “book” at a time when we saw a book. (I am assuming 
that the word had for us originally an ostensive definition, not 
a definition derived from the dictionary.) Thus the use of the 
word “book” presupposes frequent simultaneity of books and 
Instances of the word “book” as perceived objects, and the causal 
law according to which such frequent simultaneity generates a 
habit. When the habit in question has been formed, it is not the 
whole environment that causes us to use the word “book,” but 
only one feature of it j and the effect Is only one feature of what 
is happening in us at the time. Without such separable causal 
chains the use of language is inexplicable. 

Let us pursue a little further this question of “apprehen- 
sion.” The common-sense belief “there is a book,” or (what 
comes to much the same thing) the impulse to use the word 
“book” demonstratively, arises as the result of a stimulus of a 
certain kind. The immediate stimulus is in the brain; before 
that, there is a stimulus in the optic nerve; before that, at the 
eye; and, when the common-sense belief is justified, there are 
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light-waves travelling from the book to the eye. We have thus, 
when the common-sense belief is justified, a rather elaborate 
causal chain; book, light-waves, eye, optic nerve, brain, utter- 
ance of the word %ook.’^ If any intermediate link in this causal 
chain can be produced without the usual predecessors, all the 
subsequent links will be produced just as they would be if the 
causation had been of the normal sort. Now unusual causes are 
possible at each stage: physical, by means of mirrors; optical, by 
defects in the eye; nervous, by suitable stimulation of the optic 
nerve; cerebral, by the kind of disturbance that produces a hal- 
lucination. Consequently, while it is true that the common-sense 
judgment expressed in the utterance of the word ‘^book^^ is not 
perceptual, it is also true that the common-sense judgment may 
be erroneous, and the only warranted assertion is: bookish 

percept is occurring.” It is such considerations that lead me to 
stress percepts as opposed to common-sense judgments. 

Consider, from a purely physical point of view, what is in- 
volved in our seeing various objects simultaneously. If the 
common-sense point of view is to be in any degree justifiable 
in ordinary circumstances, we must suppose that each visible 
object is the starting-point of a causal chain which remains, at 
least in some respects, independent of all the other simultane- 
ous causal chains that lead to our seeing the other objects. We 
must therefore suppose that natural processes have the character 
attributed to them by the analyst, rather than the holistic charac- 
ter which the enemies of analysis take for granted. I do not 
contend that the holistic wmrld is logically impossible, but I do 
contend that it could not give rise to science or to any empirical 
knowledge. 

The same conclusion may be reached through consideration 
of language. Words are discrete and separable occurrences; if 
the world had as much unity as some philosophers contend, it 
would be impossible to use words to describe it. Perhaps it is 
impossible; but in that case there can be no excuse for writing 
books on philosophy. 

Dr. Dewey would reply that it is not the purpose of such 
books to describe the world, but to change it. This brings us to 
what is perhaps the most important aspect of his philosophy. 
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I come now to what is niost distinctive in Dr. Dewey’s logic, 
namely the emphasis upon inquiry as opposed to truth or knowl- 
edge. Inquiry is not for him, as for most philosophers, a search 
for truth; it is an independent activity, defined as follows: “In- 
quiry is the controlled or directed transformation of an indeter- 
minate situation into one that is so determinate in its constituent 
distinctions and relations as to convert the elements of the orig- 
inal situation into a unified whole” (104). I cannot but think 
that this definition does not adequately express Dr. Dewey’s 
meaning, since it would apply, for instance, to the operations 
of a drill sergeant in transforming a collection of raw recruits 
into a regiment, or of a bricklayer transforming a heap of bricks 
into a house, and yet it would be impossible to say that the drill 
sergeant is “inquiring” into the recruits, or the bricklayer into 
the bricks. It is admitted that inquiry alters the object as well 
as the subject: “Inquiry is concerned with objective transforma- 
tions of objective subject-matter.” Propositions are merely tools 
in effecting these transformations; they are differentiated as 
means, not as “true” or “false” (287). 

Before examining this doctrine, it may be worth while to 
repeat, what I have pointed out elsewhere,^ its close similarity 
to that of another ex-Hegelian, Karl Marx, as stated in his 
Theses on Feuerbach (1845), and afterwards embodied in the 
theory of dialectical materialism (which Engels never under- 
stood). 

The chief defect of all previous materialism [says Marx] is that the 
object, the reality, sensibility, is only apprehended under the form of 
the object or of contemplation, but not as human sensible activity or 
practice, not subjectively. Hence it came about that the active side was 
developed by idealism in opposition to materialism. The question whether 
objective truth belongs to human thinking is not a question of theory, 
but a practical question. The truth, i.e., the reality and power, of thought 
must be demonstrated in practice. Philosophers have only mierfreted 
the world in various ways, but the real task is to alter it.' 

Allowing for a certain difference of phraseology, this doctrine 
is essentially indistinguishable from Instrumentalism. 

One of the chief difficulties in this point of view — so, at least, 
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it seems to me — consists in distinguishing inquiry from other 
kinds of practical activity such as drilling recruits or building 
houses. Inquiry, it is evident, is some kind of interaction between 
two things, one of which is called the object and the other the 
subject. There seems to be an assumption that this process is^ 
more or less in the nature of an oscillation of which the ampli- 
tude gradually grows less, leaving it possible to guess at an 
ultimate position of equilibrium, in which, when reached, the 
subject would be said to “know” the object, or to have arrived 
at “truth” concerning it. “Truth” is not an important concept 
in Dr. Dewey^s logic. I looked up “truth” in the index, and 
found only the following: “Defined, 345«. See Assertibility, 
Warranted.” The note, in its entirety, is as follows: 

The best definition of truth from the logical standjioint which is 
known to me is that of Peirce: “The opinion which is fated to be ulti- 
mately agreed to by all who investigate is what we mean by the truth, 
and the object represented by this opinion is the real.’’ 0 />. aV., Vol. V, p. 
268 [Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce]. A more complete 
(and more suggestive) statement is the following: “Truth is that con- 
cordance of an abstract statement with the ideal limit towards which 
endless investigation would tend to bring scientific belief, which con- 
cordance the abstract statement may possess by virtue of the confession 
of its inaccuracy and one-sidedness, and this confession is an essential 
ingredient of truth” {Ibid.y 394-5)**^ 

Although these tw'o definitions of “truth” are Peirce^ not 
Dr. Dewey^s, the fact that Dr. Dewey accepts them makes it 
necessary to discuss them as if they were his own. The discussion 
is required in spite of the unimportance of “truth” to Dr. 
Dewey, for those of us who make it fundamental are concerned 
to examine the consequences of giving it such a humble and 
derivative position. 

The acceptance of such a definition as Peirce’s makes it natural 
to mention “truth” only once, and that in a footnote j for if 
“truth” is to be so defined, it is obviously of no philosophical 
importance. The two definitions are not in complete agreement. 
According to the first, when we say that a proposition is “true” 
we are making a sociological prophecy. If the definition is in- 

Logic, 345n. 
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terpreted strictly, every proposition which is investigated by no 
one is ^^true,” but I think Peirce means to include only such prop- 
ositions as some one investigates. The word “fated” seems 
merely rhetorical, and I shall assume that it is not intended 
seriously. But the word “ultimately” is much more difficult. As 
the second definition makes plain, the word is intended in a 
mathematical rather than a chronological sense. If it were in- 
tended chronologically it would make “truth” depend upon 
the opinions of the last man left alive as the earth becomes too 
cold to support life. As he will presumably be entirely occupied 
in keeping warm and getting nourishment, it is doubtful 
whether his opinions will be any wiser than ours. But obviously 
this is not what Peirce has in mind. He imagines a series of 
opinions, analogous to a series of numbers such as ^4, ^ 

. . . tending to a limit, and each differing less from its predecessor 
than any earlier member of the series does. This is quite clear 
in the second definition, where Peirce speaks of “the ideal limit 
towards which endless investigation would tend to bring scienti- 
fic belief.” 

I find this definition exceedingly puzzling. To begin with a 
minor point: what is meant by “the confession of its inaccuracy?” 
This seems to imply a standard of accuracy other than that 
indicated in the definition. Or is “accuracy” a notion wholly 
divorced from “truth?” If Peirce is to be interpreted strictly, he 
must mean that a statement is “true” because it says it is inac- 
curate. This would enthrone Epimenides as the only sage. I 
think that Peirce, when he says “inaccurate,” means “unprecise.” 
The statement that Mr. A is about 6 feet tall may be perfectly 
accurate, but it is not precise. I think it is such statements that 
Peirce has in mind. 

The main question is: why does Peirce think that there is 
an “ideal limit towards which endless investigation would tend 
to bring scientific belief? ”Is this an empirical generalization 
from the history of research? Or is it an optimistic belief in the 
perfectibility of man? Does it contain any element of prophecy, 
or is it a merely hypothetical statement of what would happen 
if men of science grew continually cleverer? Whatever interpre- 
tation we adopt, we seem committed to some very rash asser- 
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tion. I do not see how we can guess either what will be believed, 
or what would be believed by men much cleverer than we are. 
Whether the theory of relativity will be believed twenty years 
hence depends mainly upon whether Germany wins the next 
wa!'. Whether it would be believed by people cleverer than we 
are we cannot tell without being cleverer than we are. More- 
over the definition is inapplicable to ail the things that are most 
certain. During bi'eakfast, 1 may have a well-grounded convic- 
tion that I am eating eggs and bacon. I doubt whether scientists 
2000 years hence will investigate whether this was the case, and 
ii they did their opinions would be worth less than mine. 

“Truth,” therefore, as Peirce defines the term, is a vague 
concept involving much disputable sociology. Let us see what 
Dr. Dewey has to say about “assertibility warranted,” to which 
he refers us. We must remember that Dr. Dewey’s Logic has 
as its sub-title “The Theory of Inquiry.” “Inquiry” might, from 
other points of view, be defined as “the attempt to discover 
truth,” but for Dri Dewey inquiry is what is primitive, and 
truth, or rather “warranted assertibility,” is derivative. He says 

(7): 

inquiry begins in doubt, it terminates in the institution 
of conditions which remove need for doubt. The latter state of 
affairs may be designated by the words belief and knowledge. 
For reasons that I shall state later I prefer the words ^warranted 
as?ertibiJity\” 

Again Dr. Dewey says: 

Were it not that knowledge is related to iiujoiry as :i pi(Khict to the 
operations by which it is produced, no distinctions requiring special 
differentiating designations would e.vist. Material would merely be a 
matter of knowledge or of ignorance and error; that would be all 
that could be said. The content of any given proposition would have 
the values “true” and “false” as final and exclusive attributes. But if 
knowledge is related to inquiry as its warrantably assertible product, and 
if inquiry is progressive and temporal, then the material inquired into 
reveals distinctive properties whicli need to be designated by distinctive 
names. As undergoing inquiry, the material has a different logical imoort 
from that wdiich it has as the outcome of inquiry (118-119). 

Again: “An inferential function is involved in all warranted 
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assertion. The position here defended runs counter to the belief 
that there is such a thing as immediate knowledge, and that such 
knowledge is an indispensable precondition of all mediated 
knowledge” (139). 

Let us try to re-state Dr. Dewey’s theory in other language. 
I will begin with what would certainly be a misinterpretation, 
though one for which his words would seem to aflFord some 
justification. The position seems to be that there is a certain ac- 
tivity called “inquiry,” as recognizable as the activities of eating 
or drinkingj like all activity, it is stimulated by discomfort, and 
the particular discomfort concerned is called “doubt,” just as 
hunger is the discomfort that stimulates eating, and thirst is 
the discomfort that stimulates drinking. And as hunger may 
lead you to kill an animal, skin it, and cook it, so that though 
you have been concerned with the same animal throughout, it 
is very different when it becomes food from what it was to begin 
with, so inquiry manipulates and alters its subject-matter until 
it becomes logically assimilable and intellectually appetizing. 
Then doubt is allayed, at least for the time. But the subject- 
matter of inquiry, like the wild boar of Valhalla, is perpetually 
re-born, and the operation of logical cooking has to be more 
and more delicately performed as the intellectual palate grows 
more refined. There is therefore no end to the process of in- 
quii-y, and no dish that can be called “absolute truth.” 

I do not think that Dr. Dewey would accept what has just 
been said as an adequate account of his theory. He would, 1 am 
conr'inced, maintain that inquiry serves a purpose over and above 
the allaying of doubt. And he would object that the revival of 
an inquiry after doubt has been temporarily quieted is not 
merely a question of refinement of the intellecttial palate, but 
has some more objective basi.s. He says (to repeat a quotation al- 
ready given); “If inquiry l>egins in doubt, it terminates in the 
institution of conditions which remove need for doubt” (my 
italics). I do not know what he n)eans by “need for doubt,” but 
I think he means something more than “cause of doubt.” If I 
doubt whether I am a fine fellow, 1 can cure the doubt by a 
suitable dose of alcohol, but this would not be viewed by him 
as “the in'-titution of conditions which remove the need for 
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doubt.” Nor would he reckon suicide a suitable method, al- 
though it would be eminently effective in removing doubt. We 
must therefore ask ourselves what he can mean by “need for 
doubt.” 

For those who make “truth” fundamental, the difficulty in 
question does not arise. There is need for doubt so long as there 
is an appreciable likelihood of a mistake. If you add up your 
accounts twice over, and get different results, there is “need for 
doubt j” but that is because you are persuaded that there is an 
objectively right result. If there is not, if all that is concerned 
is the psychological fact of inquiry as an activity stimulated by 
doubt, we cannot lay down rules as to what ought to remove the 
need for doubt: we can only observe what does in fact remove 
doubt. Inquiry can no longer be regulated by canons. To say 
that one man is a better inquirer than another can only mean 
that he allays more doubts, even if he does so by a brass band 
and ingenious spot-lighting. All this is not what Dr. Dewey 
means} but if it is not to follow from what he says, inquiry will 
have to have some goal other than the removal of doubt. 

I ask again, therefore: what can he mean by “the need for 
doubt?” 

The word “pragmatism” is not mentioned in the index to 
Dr. Dewey’s Logic, but the preface contains the following pas- 
sage: 

The word “Pragmatism” does not, I think, occur in the text. Perhaps 
the word lends itself to misconception. At all events, so much mis- 
understanding and relatively futile controversy have gathered about the 
word that it seemed advisable to avoid its use. But in the proper interpre- 
tation of “pragmatic,” namely the function of consequences as necessary 
tests of the validity of propositions, ‘provided these consequences are oper- 
ationally instituted and are such as to resolve the specific problem ev'oking 
the operations, the text that follows is thoroughly pragmatic (iii-iv). 

Perhaps, in view of this passage, we may say that there is 
“need for doubt” so long as the opinion at which we have ar- 
rived does not enable us to secure desired results, although we 
feel that a different opinion would do so. When our car breaks 
down, we try various hypotheses as to what is wrong, and there 
is “need for doubt” until it goes again. This suggests a way out 
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of ovir difficulty, which I will try to state in quite general terms. 

Beliefs, we are now supposing, may be tested by their con- 
sequences, and may be considered to possess “warranted asserti- 
bility” when their consequences are of certain kinds. The con- 
sequences to be considered relevant may be logical consequences 
only, or may be widened to embrace all kinds of effects; and 
between these two extremes any number of intermediate posi- 
tions are possible. In the case of the car that won’t go, you think 
it may be this, or it may be that, or it may be the other; if it 
is this and I do so-and-so, the car will go; I do so-and-so and 
the car does not go; therefore it was not this. But when I apply 
the same experimental procedure to the hypothesis that it was 
thaty the car does go; therefore the belief that it was that has 
“warranted assertibility.” So far, we have only the ordinary 
procedure of induction: “If then q; now q is true; therefore f 
is true.” E.g., “If pigs have wings, then some winged animals 
are good to eat; now some winged animals are good to eat; 
therefore pigs have wings.” This form of inference is called 
“scientific method.” 

Pragmatism, however, involves something more than induc- 
tion. In induction, we have two premises, namely “if f, then q,* 
and “y.” Each of these has to be true in the ordinary sense if 
they are to confer inductive probability upon In order to 
enable pragmatism to dispense with “truth” in its ordinary 
sense, we need some further steps. It will be remembered that 
Dr. Dewey distinguishes “knowledge” from what he calls “ap- 
prehension,” which contains such statements as “this is a type- 
writer.” In dealing with the car, we shall, in Dr. Dewey’s term- 
inology, “apprehend” that it is going or that it is not going; this 
sort of thing, which I should take as the quintessential form of 
knowledge, is no longer to count as such. “If p, then may be 
a mere bodily habit: I think “perhaps there is no petrol” and 
I pour some in, without further thought. I hgpe to apprehend 
q, viz., “the car goes,” but I do not. So I try something else. My 
behaviour is just like that of an animal trying to get out of a 
cage, and may have just as little intellectual content. 

We may, eliminating the intellectual element as far as pos- 
sible, schematize our behaviour as follows: we desire a certain 
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change C (in our illustration, the change from rest to motion 
on the part of the car); in our past experience, various acts 
Ai, A2, As . . . have been followed by this change; consequently 
there exists an impulse to perform some one of these acts, and, 
if it fails to be followed by C, some other of them, until at last, 
with luck, C takes place. Suppose the act An is followed by C; 
then An is appropriate to the situation. So far, everything that 
I have been describing could be done by an animal and is done 
by animals that are actuated by strong desires which they can- 
not immediately gratify. But when we come to human beings, 
with their linguistic proclivities, the matter becomes somewhat 
different The acts Aj, Ai, As . . . may all be sentences: “Perhaps 
it is this,” “Perhaps it is that,” “Perhaps it is the other.” . . . 
Each of these sentences causes certain further acts, which, in 
turn, set up a chain of effects. One of the sentences causes a 
chain of effects which includes the desired change C. If this 
sentence is An, we say that A» is “true” or has “warranted 
assertibility.” 

This suggestion needs a good deal of clarification before it 
becomes a possible hypothesis. As it stands, it is as follows: A 
hypothesis is called “true” when it leads the person entertai uing 
it to acts which have effects that he desires. This obviously is too 
wide. Acts have many consequences, of which some may be 
pleasant and others unpleasant. In the case of the car, it may, 
when it finally moves, move so suddenly that it causes you 
serious bodily injury; this does not show that you were mistaken 
as to what was the matter with it. Or take another illustration: 
In a school, a prize is offered for the child that shows most 
general intelligence; on class- work, four are selected, and the 
final test is by a v/va voce-, the viva consists of one question, 
“who is the greatest man now living?” One child says Roose- 
velt, one says Stalin, one says Hitler, and one says Mussolini. 
One of them gets the prize, and has therefore, by definition, 
answered truly. If you know w’hich gets the prize, you know in 
what country the test was made. It follows that truth is geo- 
graphical. But this consequence, for some reason, pragmatists 
would be unwilling to admit. 

The first limitation is that we must not take account of all 



DEWEY’S NEW LOGIC 15 1 

the consequences of a hypothesis, but only of those that are rele- 
vant to a certain specified desire. You desire the car to move, 
but not to move into the ditch. If you are only thinking of get- 
ting it to move, the truth of your hypothesis is only to be judged 
by whether it moves, not by whether it moves along the road 
or into the ditch. 

There is another more difficult limitation. The consequences 
of which account is to be taken must be only such as are con- 
sidered “scientific.” The pleasant consequences to the successful 
school-child depend upon the psychology of the teacher, which 
is considered logically irrelevant. I am not clear what this 
means, except that the same experiment in a different environ- 
ment would give different results. It is difficult to imagine any 
experiment of which the result cannot be affected by the environ- 
ment, but this is a matter of difference of degree. If all usttal 
environments give the same result, the environment is irrelevant 
except on rare occasions. 

We may say, therefore; An hypothesis H is to be called 
“true” if, in all normal environments, there is a kind of event 
C such that a man who desires C and entertains the hypothesis H 
will secure C, while a man who desires C but does not entertain 
this hypothesis will not secure C. 

Thus before we can know H we must have observed large 
numbers of instances, in many different environments, in which 
people entertained H, desired C, and secured C. After we have 
made all these observations, we “know” H. We did not “know” 
that H was entertained, that C was desired, or that C was 
secured, in any of the many instances j for to “know” these 
things, we should have had to apply the pragmatic tests to 
them. To “know” that A entertains the hypothesis H, we shall 
have to find many instances of people who suppose that he does 
and consequently achieve their desires; similarily to “know” 
that A desires C or achieves C. All these things, in Dr. Dewey’s 
phrase, will have to be “apprehended,” not “known.” We can- 
not possibly “apprehend” the whole multiplicity of instances a'> 
once; therefore the generalization must be not a belief, but a 
bodily habit, which is the pre-intellectual ancestor of belief in 
a general proposition. 
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Even so, there are still difficulties. Dr. Dewey and I were 
once in the town of Changsha during an eclipse of the moon; 
following immemorial custom, blind men* were beating gongs 
to frighten the heavenly dog, whose attempt to swallow the 
moon is the cause of eclipses. Throughout thousands of years, 
this practice of beating gongs has never failed to be successful: 
every eclipse has come to an end after a sufficient prolongation 
of the din. This illustration shows that our generalization must 
not use merely the method of agreement, but also the method 
of difference. As all this is to be done by the body before knowl- 
edge begins, we must suppose the body better versed in Mill’s 
Canons of Induction than any mind except that of a logician. 
_ I find this a somewhat difficult hypothesis. 

Leaving these questions of detailed definition, let us consider 
the general problem of the relation of knowledge to the bio- 
logical aspects of life. It is of course obvious that knowledge, 
broadly speaking, is one of the means to biological success; it 
is tempting to say, generally, that knowledge leads to success 
and error leads to failure; going a step further, the pragmatist 
may say that “knowledge” means “belief leading to success” 
and “error” means “belief leading to failure.” To this view, 
however, there are many objections, both logical and socio- 
logical. 

First, wc must define “success” and “failure.” If we wish 
to remain in the sphere of biology, we must define “success” as 
“leaving many descendants.” In that sense, as every one knows, 
the most civilized are the least successful, and therefore, by 
definition, the most ignorant. Again: the man who, wishing to 
commit suicide, takes salt under the impression that it is arsenic, 
may afterwards beget ten children; in that case, the belief which 
saved his life was “true” in the biological sense. This conse- 
quence is absurd, and shows that the biological definition is 
inadequate. 

Instead of the objective biological test of success, we must 
adopt a subjective test: “success” means “achieving desired 
ends.” But this change in the definition of “success” weakens 
the position. When you see a man eating salt, you cannot tell 
whether he is acting on knowledge or error until you have as- 
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certained whether he wishes to commit suicide. To ascertain this, 
you must discover whether the belief that he wishes to commit 
suicide will lead to J^our own success. This involves an endless 
regress. 

Again; if A and B have conflicting desires, A’s success may 
involve B’s failure, so that truth for A may be falsehood for B. 
Suppose, for example, that A desires B’s death but does not wish 
to be morally responsible for it} and suppose B has no wish 
to commit suicide. If B eats arsenic thinking it is salt, and A 
sees him doing so, also thinking it is salt, A achieves his desire 
and B does not} therefore A’s belief that the arsenic was salt is 
“true” while B’s identical belief is “false.” 

The pragmatist may say, in reply, that the success which is 
a test of truth is social, not individual: a belief is “true” when 
the success of the human race is helped by the existence of the 
belief. This, however, js hopelessly vague. What is “the success 
of the human race?” It is a concept for the politician, not for 
the logician. Moreover, mankind may profit by the errors of 
the wicked. We must say, therefore: “A belief is ‘true’ if the 
consequences of its being believed by all whose acts are affected 
by it are better, for mankind as a whole, than the consequences of 
its being disbelieved.” Or, what comes to much the same thing: 
“A belief is ‘true’ if an ideally virtuous man will act on it.” Any 
such view presupposes that we can know ethics before we know 
anything, and is therefore logically absurd. 

Some beliefs which we should all hold to be false have greatly 
helped success, for example, the Mohammedan belief that the 
faithful who die in battle go straight to Paradise. When we re- 
ject this belief, do we mean merely that it proved an obstacle to 
science, and therefore to war-technique, and so led ultimately 
to the subjugation of the Mohammedans by the Christians? 
Surely not. The question whether you will go to Paradise when 
you die is as definite as the question whether yoq will go to New 
York tomorrow. You would not decide this latter question by 
investigating whether those who believe they will go to New 
York tomorrow are on the whole more successful than those who 
do not. The test of success is only brought in where the usual 
tests fail. But if the Mohammedan belief was true, those who 
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entertained it have long since had empirical evidence of its 
truth. Such evidence is convincing, but the, argument from suc- 
cess is not. 

The pragmatist’s position, if I am not mistaken, is a product 
of a limited scepticism supplemented by a surprising dogmatism. 
Our beliefs are obviously not always right, and often call for 
emendation rather than total rejection. Many questions of the 
highest emotional interest cannot be answered by means of any 
of the old conceptions of “truth,” while many of the questions 
that can be answered, such as “is this red?” are so uninteresting 
that the pragmatist ignores them. But in spite of his scepticism, 
he is confident that he can know whether the consequences of 
entertaining a belief are such as to satisfy desire. This knowl- 
edge is surely far more difficult to secure than the knowledge 
that the pragmatist begins by questioning, and will have to be 
obtained, if at all, not by the pragmatist’s method, which would 
lead to an endless regress, but by that very method of observa- 
tion which, in simpler cases, he has rejected as inadequate. 

There are certain general problems connected with such a 
theory as Dr. Dewey’s, which perhaps deserve consideration al- 
though he does not discuss them. Inquiry, in his system, operates 
upon a raw material, which it gradually transforms} it is only 
the final product that can be known. The raw material remains 
an Unknowable. That being the case, it is not quite clear why 
it is supposed to exist. A process, not unlike the Hegelian dialec- 
tic apart from the triadic form, starts from Pure Being and ends 
with — ^what? Presumably a world in which everything can be 
successfully manipulated owing to the progress of scientific tech- 
nique. Just as, in Hegel, the earlier categories are not quite real, 
so, in Dr. Dewey’s system, nothing can be fully known except 
the ultimate result of “inquiry.” 

I find this view difficult, not only theoretically, but in view 
of the actual history of scientific knowledge. The first science 
to be developed was astronomy, yet it can hardly be supposed 
that the sun and the planets are much altered by the nerva- 
tions of the astronomers. Telescopes, it is true, alter the sense- 
data by means of which we know about the heavenly bodies, 
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but sense-data, according to Dr. Dewey, are not the subject- 
matter of knowledge. 

“Knowledge” as traditionally conceived is, no doubt, some- 
thing of a false abstraction. Human beings find themselves in 
an environment to which they react in various waysj some of 
these reactions may be regarded as showing “knowledge” and 
others as showing “error.” In the older philosophies, knowl- 
edge was conceived too passively, as though it consisted merely 
in receiving an imprint from the object. I think, however, that, 
with modern terminology, something not wholly unlike this 
passive conception of knowledge may still be justified. The cir- 
cumstances in which we most naturally speak of “knowledge” 
are those in which there is a delayed reaction. For instance, I 
know Mr. A’s address, but this only leads to action on certain 
occasions. The reason for isolating knowledge is that what we 
know not only gives a possibility of successful action, but is in 
the meantime a part of our constitution. When we consider this 
aspect of it, we are led to regard it as something not essentially 
concerned with action, and, owing its capacity for promoting 
success, as a relation to the object, which can be studied and de- 
fined without bringing in the relation to action. 

Perhaps the objections which I feel to the instrumentalist 
logic are merely emotional, and have no logical justification, 
although I am totally unable to believe that this is the case. 
Knowledge, if Dr. Dewey is right, cannot be any part of the 
ends of life} it is merely a means to other satisfactions. This 
view, to those who have been much engaged in the pursuit of 
knowledge, is distasteful. Dr. Dewey himself confesses to hav- 
ing felt this, and resisted it as a temptation. The emphasis upon 
the practical in his later writings, he says, “was a reaction 
against what was more natural, and it served as a protest and 
a protection against something in myself which, in the pressure 
of the weight of actual experience, I knew to be a weakness.” 
Even those who doubt whether such asceticism is necessary 
either practically or theoretically, cannot but feel the highest 
respect for the moral force required to practice it consistently 
throughout a long span of years. 
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For my part, I believe that too great emphasis upon the prac- 
tical robs practice itself of its raison d^etre. We act, in so far as 
we are not blindly driven by instinct, in order to achieve ends 
which are not merely further actions, but have in them some ele- 
ment, however precarious and however transient, of rest and 
peace — ^not the rest and peace of mere quiescence, but the kind 
that, in the most intense form, becomes ecstasy. When what 
passes for knowledge is considered to be no more than a mo- 
mentary halting-place in a process of inquiry which has no goal 
outside itself, inquiry can no longer provide intellectual joys, 
but becomes merely a means to better dinners and more rapid 
locomotion. Activity can supply only one half of wisdom} the 
other half depends upon a receptive passivity. Ultimately, the 
controversy between those who base logic upon ‘‘truth” and 
those who base it upon “inquiry” arises from a difference of 
values, and cannot be argued without, at some point, begging 
the question. I cannot hope, therefore, that anything in the above 
pages has validity except for those whose bias resembles my 
own, while those whose bias resembles Dr. Dewey’s will find 
in his book just such an exposition as the subject seems to them 
to require. 

Bertrand Russell 

Department of Philosophy 

The University of California at Los Angeles 
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P hilosophic systems, though of abundant varieties as 
to their specific content and form, may be classified into two 
great groups if we consider the motive forces behind them. In 
the first group we find the systems of negative attitude towards 
our world, interpreting knowledge and feeling as messengers 
from, or as bridges towards, another world} the world we live 
in seems to philosophers of this group deeply unsatisfactory, in- 
significant, delusive, and seems bearable only because we know 
about another world of transcendent beings and values which 
sheds its lustre and splendor into our imperfect and transient 
existence. In the second group we meet the systems of affirm- 
ative attitude towards our world} life for them bears its value 
in itself and does not derive it from supernatural entities} 
knowledge for them is directed towards this world, and all trans- 
cendent interpretations appear to these philosophers as turning 
away from the sound basis of our existence, as flight from this 
world. It is well known how the different philosophical systems 
divide into these two groups of “other-world philosophies” and 
“this-world philosophies,” into transcendence and immanence 
systems. Plato in his allegory of the men in the cave who see 
the shadows of passers-by on the wall and take them for real 
beings, has created a poetic image for philosophies of the first 
group, at the same time giving in his doctrine of ideas a far- 
famed intellectual formulation of transcendentalism} besides 
his system, religious and rationalistic philosophies of all kinds 
have expressed in various forms the idea of a supernatural world 
“behind” the world we live in. The second group is characterized 
by such names as materialism, empiricism, sensationalism. It is 
as old and as young as the first, and the history of philosophy 
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from the time of the Greeks up to our days represents a constant 
struggle between these two fundamental conceptions. 

It is the outspoken character of John Dewey’s philosophy 
that it belongs to the second group, that it is a “this-world phi- 
losophy.” If the present writer ventures in the following pages 
a criticism of Dewey’s philosophy of science, he feels encouraged 
to do this because he considers himself a member of the same 
group, criticism promising positive results only in case both 
author and critic stand on the same basis. He may be allowed 
to add that his criticism is based on admiration, that he sug- 
gests some alterations only because he agrees so much with the 
author as to his main tendencies, and that he knows quite well 
how much any success of his own work and that of his friends 
is due to the enormous contribution to philosophic education 
achieved by scientific personalities of the type of John Dewey. 
In an imposing series of books carried by an eloquence con- 
vincing both in its dark and its brilliant parts, Dewey has 
spread the impulse towards a life affirming philosophy over all 
the world} if some part of his echo comes back in a critical form, 
he will not, I think, refuse it as a present on his eightieth birth- 
day. 

I 

Empiricist philosophies have been maintained in all phases 
of the history of ideas; however they have appeared in dif- 
ferent forms according to the specific characters of the historic 
trends. Within the last hundred years, the sensationalism of 
British empiricists and the materialism of French and German 
philosophers have been replaced by two modern empiricist 
movements: by American pragmatism and European positivism. 

Empiricism as an epistemological principle needs a comple- 
ment on the logical side. It is a common feature of both prag- 
matism and positivism that they find this logical complement 
in nominalism, thus combining in their systems the empiricist 
trend with a line of development originating in logic. Out of this 
combination grew a specific version of empiricism in which the 
stress is laid, not so much, as in materialism, on an incorpora- 
tion of the human mind into the physical world, as on a logical 
analysis of this physical world in terms of the world as it is 
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originally given. The primitive world of concrete things, full 
of colours and sounds and feelings and emotions, stands at the 
basis of this construction} to this basis are reduced all the com- 
plex objects of scientific thought, the method of reduction be- 
ing the nominalistic reduction of abstracta to concreta. 

It is well known how this principle works. Nominalism has 
shown that abstract terms such as “the race of negroes” are re- 
ducible into statements about individual negroes, that the ab- 
stractum is to be conceived as a kind of shorthand for groups 
of complicated statements about concreta, not however as con- 
cerning an independent self-existent entity. Applying this prin- 
ciple to scientific concepts such as “atom,” “electricity,” “cause,” 
“social movements,” etc., pragmatists and positivists repeatedly 
assure us that all that is meant by those abstract concepts can be 
exhaustively formulated in terms of the immediate world 
around us. C. S. Peirce in his famous pragmatic maxim states 
that all eflFects of practical bearing resulting from a scientific 
conception together define the whole meaning of this concep- 
tion} William James speaks of these practical bearings as the 
“cash value” of an abstract idea} John Dewey calls the sci- 
entific object an “instrumentality of multiplied controls and 
uses of the real things of everyday experience}’” E. Mach calls 
the physical thing a “complex of elements”* each of which is 
directly given to us in immediate experience} all of these state 
in various forms the nominalistic program of the reduction of 
abstracta applied to the relation between the world of science 
and the world of every day life. It is this principle of reduction 
which marks the decisive turn empiricism has made with the 
appearance of pragmatism and positivism. 

Apart from this common feature, however, there is a remark- 
able difference between pragmatism and positivism. The latter 
considers the world of every day life as something complex, as 
not primitive, and tries to reduce it to further “elements,” to 
“sense data” such as “hot,” “blue,” “sweet,” “loud,” etc. The 
thing of every day life, the table, the flower, then, are con- 
sidered as being already complexes of those elements} and the 

^ Quest for Certainty, io6. 

* Analyse der Emffindungen (9th ed., Jena, 1922), 13. 
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immecUate world of the positivist is therefore a world of noth- 
ing but sense data. The pragmatist, however, does not follow 
this further reduction. It is one of the great merits of Dewey, it 
seems to me, to have insisted upon the idea that sense data are 
abstractions as much as are objects of physical science, that in 
immediate experience no “blue” or “hot” are given, but a blue 
flower and a hot oven; that the immediate reality is composed 
of things^ not of qualities. The basis of all knowledge is the 
world of concrete things around us. This conception distinguishes 
the pragmatist from the positivist whose basis psychologically 
speaking is an artificial construction. 

Dewey adds an important remark. Concrete things around us 
are not only provided with what is called since Locke “sec- 
ondary qualities,” i.e.y with those qualities such as “blue” and 
“hot,” produced, physiologically speaking, in the sense organ. 
They possess also emotional qualities such as “beautiful” and 
“ugly,” “lovable” and “contemptible,” “adorable” and “aw- 
ful.”’ Using a well-chosen term of Santayana, Dewey calls them 
“tertiary qualities,” indicating by this term that these qualities 
are originally given to us not as emotional states of our own, 
but as qualities of things. There seems to me no doubt that this 
conception is correct. The thunder we hear is, in the same sense, 
loud and frightful; it is only a result of later reflection that 
“fright” is something not to be located in the thunder but in 
ourselves. Language has preserved this original interpretation 
of emotional qualities as qualities of things in expressing them 
by adjectives used in the same way as and along with adjectives 
denoting physical qualities. 

We reach here a point where a directive tendency of Dewey’s 
philosophy becomes manifest. In restoring the world of every- 
day life as the basis of knowledge, Dewey does not only want 
to establish knowledge in a better and more solid form. What 
he intends, and perhaps to a greater extent, is establishing the 
sphere of values, of human desires and aims, on the same basis 
and in an analogous form as the system of knowledge. If con- 
crete things as immediately ‘experienced are the truly “real” 
world, if the scientific thing is nothing but an auxiliary logical 

* Experience and Nature , 21 . 
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construction for better handling of the “real” things, then ethi- 
cal and esthetical valuations are “real” properties of things as 
well as are the purely cognitive properties, and it is erroneous 
to separate valuations as subjective from cognitive properties 
as objective. In persuasive language and in ever renewed form 
Dewey insists upon this outcome of his theory, the establishment 
of which seems to be the motive force in the work of this emi- 
nently practical mind, “practical” to be taken in both its impli- 
cations as “moral” and “directed towards action.” Dewey at- 
tacks as “intellectualism”* a conception for which the scientific 
thing is the real thing; he asks us to consider the problem of 
knowledge free from the prejudice of “intellectual habits,” with 
a “cultivated naivete” which is accessible to us even though 
“primitive naivete” is for ever lost to anybody who has gone 
through the school of philosophic thought.® Values have been 
discarded from the real world by a preference of thought over 
experience, by a predominance of cognitive over emotional 
powers; if we free ourselves from this bias we are able to con- 
struct objective ethics and esthetics in the same way as we have 
founded an objective natural science. 

To this Dewey adds an epistemological remark. He believes 
that the introduction of transcendent beings, of Platonic “ideas,” 
of Kant’s “things in themselves,” as real beings “behind” the 
world of experience, is psychologically explicable as an outcome 
of the “intellectualism” described. The scientific world, empty 
of values and ends and of everything that makes life worth 
while, had become unsatisfactory to the human mind and could 
not answer his “quest for certainty” as to moral aspirations. In 
compensation for that, value and aim were shifted into an 
imaginary sphere of “real beings” and essences, and thus ori- 
ginated transcendence philosophies of all kinds. We come back 
here to the division of philosophies given in the beginning of 
this paper, which found Dewey on the side of immanence phi- 
losophy. Let us leave further explanation to his own words: 
“The ulterior issue is the possibility that actual experience in its 
concrete content and movement may furnish those ideals, mean- 

* Ibid., 1 1 . 

*Ibid., 37 . 
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ings and values whose lack and uncertainty in experience as ac- 
tually lived by most persons has supplied the motive force for 
recourse to some reality beyond experience.” This subterfuge, 
continues Dewey, is not necessary: “a philosophy of experience 
may be empirical without either being false to actual experience 
or being compelled to explain away the values dearest to the 
heart of man.”* 

II 

We turn now to a criticism of Dewey’s theory of science and 
reality. In anticipating our result let us say; we do not think that 
Dewey’s nonrealistic interpretation of scientific concepts is ten- 
able. 

Let us first explain Dewey’s viewpoint in his own words. The 
passage quoted above reads more completely: 

Water as an object of science, as H2O with all the other scientific 
propositions which can be made about it, is not a rival for position in real 
being with the water we see and use. It is, because of experimental 
operations, an added instrumentality of multiplied controls and uses of 
the real things of everyday experience.’ 

And in a later passage, he writes: “the physical object, as sci- 
entifically defined, is not a duplicated real object, but is a state- 
ment ... of the relations between sets of changes the qualita- 
tive object sustains with changes in other things.”* 

There is a serious objection against this dissolution of sci- 
entific objects into relations of “qualitative” objects. It is based 
on the fact that inferential processes of the type leading to sci- 
entific objects are not restricted to science, but occur as well 
within the sphere of objects of everyday life, sometimes deny- 
ing reality to these objects, sometimes replacing them by other 
objects of the same qualitative kind. The objects we dream, 
for instance, are judged as being not real by inferences never 
trespassing everyday’s experience} other objects like the bent 
stick in water or the Fata Morgana in the desert are judged 
as being different from what there is in their place, objectively 
speaking. The real object in the latter case is not an “abstract” 

^ Quest for Certakity^ 107. 

^ 1 06, 

^ Ibid.^ 1 31 . 
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excluded forever from human experience like HaO, but it is 
itself a “qualitative” object in Dewey’s sense j saying that 
the stick is really straight means replacing the seen stick by an- 
other stick seeable in principle although not seen under present 
conditions; saying that there is no water but dry hot sand means 
replacing the object seen in the Fata Morgana by another ob- 
ject well known in everyday experience though not simul- 
taneously seen in the place of the pseudo-object. Thus there 
are cases in which primitive experience compels us to abandon 
the perceived objects and to replace them by inferred objects 
the reality of which is better founded than that of the perceived 
objects. Why then not admit the possibility of similar correc- 
tions by the methods of science? These methods do not differ 
in principle from the correcting methods applied in the examples 
quoted, although they are of course much more efficient. 

But “dream, insanity and fantasy are natural products, as 
‘real’ as anything else in the world,”* writes Dewey. In saying 
so, however, Dewey uses the word “real” in a sense different 
from that of everyday life. I have to appeal here to a judgment 
of “cultivated naivete” which Dewey has so convincingly de- 
manded for correct reasoning in basic questions of existential 
import. The distinction between “appearance” and “reality” 
is a basic need for constructing a consistent picture of the every- 
day world, in particular for the world of actions. The prag- 
matists have greatly emphasized the fact that thought is di- 
rected by the necessity of action: well then, our program of daily 
activities would be rushed into a tremendous disorder if we 
should for one moment forget the distinction between real and 
apparent objects. 

I interpret Dewey’s statement that dreams and fantasies are 
real on the assumption that his word “real” is to mean “real or 
apparent,” the latter word “real” here having the ordinary 
meaning. There are reasons indeed for forming the logical sum 
(or disjunct) of the two concepts, since they have many features 
in common. The kind of presentativeness is the same both in 
dream and waking, or in fantasy and correct observation; be- 
sides, apparent objects may be used as bases of inferences which, 

* Ihid.y 243. 
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though not resulting in a confirmation of these objects, estab- 
lish the presence of some determinate other objects. Thus we 
may infer from the observation of a Fata Morgana the presence 
of layers of hot air, from certain dreams past events in the life 
of a person such as is frequently done in psychoanalysis. But we 
should not use the term “real” in two senses j moreover, we 
should not appeal for naivete in judging about real things when 
we are using the term “real” in the non-naiVe sense of the dis- 
junct. I have proposed the term “immediate existence” for 
the disjunct} immediate existence then divides into the sub- 
jective existence of the things of dream and fantasies, and the 
objective existence of observable “real” things, this word “real” 
taken in the usage of everyday life as denoting things that 
stand the test of continued inquiry. We have to add that there 
are many things v/hich never can' have immediate existence 
but have objective existence or reality} such are the scientific 
things like H2O, or electricity, which are not directly observable. 
I have proposed for these things the term “illata,” i.e.^ inferred 
things. The division of immediate things into subjective and 
objective things is not always performed directly by the ob- 
servation, but is in general achieved by inferential methods 
starting from the basis of immediate existence} thus an imme- 
diate thing may lead to the inference that it is only subjective 
and that an objective thing of different character holds its place 
in the real world, or even that there is no objective thing at all 
in its place as in the case of dream. 

We interpreted Dewey’s statement about the reality of 
dreams and fantasies by translating his term “real” into our 
term “immediate existence}” this is however not the only inter- 
pretation possible. Another interpretation is obtained by the 
idea that dreams and fantasies prove the existence of real things, 
“real” now in our sense of objective existence, in so far as they 
prove that there are processes of a determinate kind in our sense 
organs, processes of the same kind as would happen if we were 
to observe real things similar to the seen subjective things. The 
statement, in this interpretation, is of course also true. But the 
real processes in the sense organ to which the statement then 
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refers have no similarity to the immediate and subjective things 
seen, they are not observed but inferred by scientific methods, 
and they are not accessible to direct view. They are real in our 
sense, but not immediately existent. 

There is a third way of interpreting the “reality” of phe- 
nomena such as the bent stick in water} this way (which how- 
ever does not apply to the case of dream) makes use of geo- 
metric conventionalism. Analysis of the philosophical problem 
of geometry has shown that we cannot speak of a geometric 
form without giving beforehand certain “coordinative defini- 
tions.” These being arbitrary it might be possible to introduce 
a geometry such that the stick is bent at the point it enters into 
the water; the stick as a whole then would not be straight, ob- 
jectively speaking. But this is nothing but a change in the defi- 
nition of the physical term “straight” which then for instance 
would not mean “line as determined by a pulled string.” This 
escape into conventionalism would therefore be only a change 
of physical terms and would not make superfluous the distinc- 
tion between objective things and subjective things. We can 
eliminate the problem of coordinative definitions by saying: we 
see the stick in a form which is different from the usual form 
of a pulled string, although a pulled string in its place would 
show the same form. Or in other words: we see the stick in a 
form the implications of which, determined in the usual way, 
contradict the actual implications. As the meaning of a term 
should include the meaning of its implications, we should there- 
fore not say: the stick is bent, but the stick a-ppears bent. 

The distinction between subjective and objective things pre- 
supposes of course that strict meanings of the physical terms 
have been defined. If we understand by water any physical 
thing that looks like water, the water of the Fata Morgana 
would be an objective thing; but the term “water” in this case 
would not have the usual meaning, as it would include layers 
of dry air. The conventional istic interpretation is of the same 
kind; it is nothing but a change in the meaning of words. But 
juggling with physical terms cannot solve the problem of il- 
lusions of the senses. I do not think therefore that interpreta- 
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tions of the conventionalist kind are seriously maintainable in 
dealing with these problems} nor do I believe that the prag- 
matists are inclined to conceptions of this type. 

It is astonishing that quarrels about appearance and reality 
play such a great role in philosophic discussions. The diversity 
of opinions here is by no means paralleled by a diversity in the 
field of action. In everyday life everybody knows fairly well 
what to do if distinctions of the considered kind become rele- 
vant} it is only when they come to questions of terminology 
that philosophers never “come to terms.” Both the pragmatist 
and the realist know very well that when they dream of a bank 
account of a million dollars they had better not draw checks 
on this amount after awaking} but they will not agree as to the 
way in which this knowledge is to be formulated, I suggest 
therefore the use of a terminology which follows as much as 
possible the naive realism of everyday life.^® I know quite well 
that there is more than one admissible terminology} but if dif- 
ferent terminologies are correct, they will all be translatable 
into each other, and none of them will be able to erase the 
difference which conversational language expresses by the dis- 
tinction between appearance and reality. 

It seems that Dewey wants to avoid this “duplication” of 
things because he is afraid that it might lead to the conception 
of transcendent things such as Kant’s “things-in-themselves.” I 
do not think, however, that there is any danger of that kind 
if the terminology is scientifically elaborated. Phenomena of 
the kind leading to the distinction between appearance and 
reality are not the cause of transcendent philosophies. The 
fisherman who dips his oar into the water and sees it bent does 
not turn transcendentalist if he says that this is only appear- 
ance, and that in reality his oar is not bent. Why then should the 
physicist be a transcendentalist if he says that the same oar, 
strictly speaking, is not a continuous mass but built up of fine 
grains with interstices between them so small that even the 
microscope cannot show them? The inferences leading him to 

"The terminology which I propose and which I indicated above is explained 
in my book Experience and Prediction (Chicago University Press, 1938), §24. I 
have to refer to this book in general for further exposition of the viewpoints 
expressed in this paper. 
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this contention are of the same type as those convincing the 
fisherman of the straightness of his oar. The discrepancy of 
the seen bent oar and the inferred straight one is repeated, on 
a higher level, in the discrepancy between the seen continuous 
nature of its wood and the inferred atomistic pattern j in both 
cases the objective thing is different from the seen subjective 
thing. What we see is only a substitute thing, not the real thing 
in all its details. If the deviation is great as in the case of the 
bent oar, conversational language does not hesitate to admit the 
substitute character of what we see. If the deviation is small as 
in the case of the continuous substance and the atomistic one, 
we may neglect it for many purposes and consider the seen sub- 
jective thing as identical with the objective thing; for strict 
considerations only we have to admit that even in this case the 
subjective thing is only a substitute, though of a good approjd- 
mation. 

We may add here some remarks concerning the reason which 
necessitates, physically speaking, the distinction between sub- 
jective and objective things. The human sense organs may be 
considered as registering instruments in which certain external 
causes like light rays or sound waves produce specific effects, 
which are however gauged in such a way that not the effect but 
the external cause is indicated. Instruments of this kind are 
frequently used for technical purposes; thus the speedometer of 
a car is gauged in the speed of the car, whereas the effect pro- 
duced in the instrument is the angular deviation of a needle. 
Correspondingly our eyes are “gauged” in such a way that 
they indicate external things, not the processes occurring in the 
eye. We may say that they are gauged in “stimulus language;” 
we see the things which emit the light rays, not these light 
rays, nor the chemical processes released by the light rays in 
the retina. This method of gauging however involves the dis- 
advantage that the indications presented are correct only un- 
der normal conditions, «.(?., the gauging can be made only for 
a certain set of external stimuli, and the instrument will fur- 
nish false indications in case it is affected by stimuli of another 
kind which produce the same reactions in the instrument. If 
we mount for instance a speedometer into a car whose wheels 
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do not fit the speedometer gear, the speedometer will furnish 
false indications about the speed of that car. We may even take 
the speedometer out of the car and produce a deviation of the 
needle by means of a magnet brought near to it } this new kind 
of “stimulus” then will be registered by our speedometer like 
the normal one, /.<?., in terms of miles per hour. It might even 
happen that the speedometer indicates a speed without any 
external cause j an internal cause like a broken spring in the 
mechanism of the instrument may produce this effect. 

The analogy with the human eye is evident j the eye is gauged 
only for stimuli in normal conditions and will falsely indicate 
in case it is affected by stimuli of another kind. The case of 
illusions like the bent stick or the Fata Morgana corresponds 
to the case of a speedometer mounted in combination with an 
inappropriate gear, or of a speedometer influenced by a magnet; 
the case of dream corresponds to a speedometer the speed indi- 
cation of which is due to internal processes only. It is however 
obvious that the indications of such a speedometer are, although 
false, not useless; they may be used as a basis of inferences to 
the real external causes if we have sufficient knowledge about 
the external conditions in which the speedometer is working. 
Thus the miles per hour of the instrument may be used to 
measure the strength of a magnet which turns its needle. Using 
the language which we apply in the analogous case of the eye 
we may say that the speedometer registers here the subjective 
thing “speed of fifty miles” but that we infer from this the 
objective thing “magnetic force of a certain amount.” 

This makes clear why we sometimes have to call the things 
perceived by our sense organs subjective, although they may 
be used for inferences to objective things of a different kind. 
The possibility of such inferences may be further illustrated 
by our example. Although in the case described the speed of 
fifty miles is only a subjective thing, it is an objective fact that 
the speedometer points at fifty miles; this is the objective fact 
from which inferences concerning the power of the magnet 
start. In the same way, if a person sees a subjective thing, it 
is an objective fact that the person sees this subjective thing; 
this objective fact enables us to make inferences concerning ob- 
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jective things which we assume in the place of the subjective 
thing. 

Pragmatists may defend their “reality” of illusions by point- 
ing out that these are sometimes due to objective physical con- 
ditions. The phenomenon of the bent stick for instance is due 
to the refraction of light rays which produces the same per- 
spective as a bent stick would have outside the water. The 
eye, they might say, makes no mistake here. However I could 
not agree to this interpretation. It is the mistake of the eye 
that it continues to furnish its indications in a stimulus language 
which is appropriate only for normal conditions, no longer for 
the physical conditions present in the case of the illusion. The 
eye, so to speak, is “cheated” by the refracted light rays as is 
the speedometer by the magnet which turns its needle. We 
may add here the remark that the human eye is much superior 
to technical instruments in so far as it in many cases corrects the 
indication in correspondence with the changed stimulus. If for 
instance a person walks away from us in a room, the angular 
perspective of the light rays sent from his body into our eyes 
changes considerably} however our eye sees the man always 
in the same size. The diminution of the angle of the perspective 
may here be rather great, and is certainly above the threshold 
of perception; our eye however changes its gauging relative 
to the distance of the object. Inversely there are cases in which 
the same angular perspective may be interpreted as indicating 
different objective sizes, such as occur for peripheral opti- 
cal objects the size of which varies with the distance in which 
the object is located. The “mistake” of the eye in the case of 
the bent stick in water consists in its inability to correct the seen 
object in correspondence to the abnormal physical conditions 
in which the object is presented. 

Pragmatists denying any “mistake” of the eye have referred 
to the fact that a photographic camera would furnish the same 
picture of the stick as does the human eye. But why should we 
not say that sometimes a photographic camera makes mistakes 
either — even more than the eye — because it never “corrects” its 
report in the case of abnormal conditions of the observations? 
The photographic picture can be interpreted in two ways. First 
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we may conceive it as a report about the stick; then it is false 
in the same sense as is the report of the speedometer or the re- 
port of the human eye. Only in a second interpretation the re- 
port made by the camera would be correct; the photographic 
picture then has to be conceived as a report about the projec- 
tion of the stick on the film. This projection is indeed bent, al- 
though, as we know from the laws of physics, this is due to the 
bending of the projecting light rays and not to a bending of 
the stick. If we should try to apply this interpretation to the 
case of the human eye we should have to say: there is a bent 
projection of the stick on the retina. This is of course true, but 
it is not what we see. The eye reports in stimulus language, not 
in a language about the process within the eye. This is the rea- 
son that the human eye sometimes makes mistakes. 

To avoid a term like “mistake” we prefer to speak of “sub- 
jective things.” The distinction between objective and subjec- 
tive things therefore is nothing but the expression of the fact 
that our senses speak stimulus language; it does not involve 
any “metaphysics.” It is not this distinction, only misinter- 
pretations of it which may lead to metaphysical conceptions 
opposed to empiricism. There have been mainly two such mis- 
interpretations presented in the history of philosophy. The 
first considers the subjective things as carrying with them- 
selves a specific reality; these things then are conceived of as 
existing in the “mind,” as “psychical entities,” and with this a 
dualism of two kinds of reality, of mind and matter, is estab- 
lished. It seems to us that the pragmatist terminology which 
calls subjective things real is much more susceptible to this 
misinterpretation than our terminology for which subjective 
things are unreal. The second misinterpretation is transcen- 
dentalism. It considers legitimate a recapitulation of the dis- 
tinction between subjective and objective things on a higher 
level, leading to “things in themselves” which are supposed 
^Tjehind” the objective things in the same sense as the objec- 
tive things are assumed “behind” the subjective things. How- 
ever I do not see any argument against our terminology in the 
very fact that the analogy as indicated has indeed been used by 
transcendentalists, for it is by no means justified. Our realistic 
terminology should not be made responsible for such a mis- 
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interpretation. Our objective things are not of the type of 
“noumena” because we do not consider the unobservable things 
as unknowable. On the contrary, science gives iis methods of 
studying them, and just because we know them we conclude that 
what we see is different from them. The psychological motives 
for transcendentalism which both pragmatists and empirical 
realists reject derive from other sources. I think Dewey is quite 
right in pointing out that one of these sources is the quest for 
certainty in ethical decisions^ another source is the desire to show 
human knowledge as a very imperfect instrument and to make 
men amenable to the doctrines of religion. 

The possibility of misinterpretations should not retain us 
from using concepts indispensable for an analysis of the process 
of human knowledge. Carried through within a correct termi- 
nology the distinction of subjective and objective things will 
lead neither into the metaphysics of dualism nor into that of 
transcendentalism, but into a philosophy of knowledge which 
considers science, and the pre-scientific inferential methods of 
daily life, as the only approach to reality. 

Ill 

Discussions about terminology have a more than termino- 
logical import if they turn into an analysis of material concep- 
tions behind the verbal form. After having shown that it is 
erroneous to assume a metaphysical dualism or transcendental- 
ism as the necessary background of a realistic terminology, let 
us now inquire along the same line into the conceptions which 
stand in the background of the pragmatist terminology. There 
are, we think, two main ideas at work behind the pragmatist 
conception of reality; one is of a logical nature, the other of 
the nature of an ethical program. Leaving the discussion of the 
second idea to the following section, we turn now to an inquiry 
into the structure of the first idea. 

This logical idea which seems to us involved in the prag- 
matist denial of independent reality to scientific objects is a 
nominalistic theory of meaning. We indicated this idea already 
in I when we referred to quotations of Peirce, James, Dewey, 
Mach; we have now to enter into a more profound analysis of 
this conception. 
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It is well known, and has for good reason recently been em- 
phasized by Carnap, that questions concerning the existence of 
things assume a form more easily to be answered if they are 
turned into questions concerning the meaning of propositions. 
Instead of speaking of existing objects, we then shall wspeak of 
true propositions 5 the distinction between objective and sub- 
jective things will be translated into a distinction between 
objectively true and subjectively true propositions; and the 
question concerning the reducible or independent reality of sci- 
entific things will assume the form of a discussion of the equiva- 
lence or nonequivalence of propositions. Problems of this form 
are more easily to be solved because they are less subject to the 
psychological constraint of traditional associative representa- 
tions. 

If we apply this transformation to Dew^ey’s theory of sci- 
entific things, this conception turns into the theory that every 
scientific statement is equivalent to statements about observable 
concrete objects. The latter statements concern those observa- 
tions from which, as we usually say, the scientific statement is 
inferred; this inference, so goes the pragmatist interpretation, 
is not synthetical, but analytical, it is nothing but a logical 
equivalence. If for instance the existence of electricity is inferred 
from observations about sparks, the moving of needles, burning 
of bulbs, etc,, every statement about electric processes is noth- 
ing but a shorthand expression for statements about sparks, 
moving needles, burning bulbs, etc. This conception, which 
forms one of the basic principles of pragmatism and positivism, 
which has been applied with much success in modern physics 
under the name of operationalism, and which forms a special 
application of the well-known principle of nominalism, has been 
discussed in recent times by the name of the verifiability theory 
of meaning. A proposition has meaning only in so far as it is 
verifiable, and an abstract statement has therefore only so much 
meaning as has the group of concrete statements to which it re- 
fers — this is the logical background of Dewey’s theory of instru- 
mentalism of scientific concepts. 

We cannot enter here into an analysis of this theory, but must 
confine ourselves to a short report on the discussion this theory 
has been submitted to in the last years. There can be no doubt 
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that this theory of meaning represents a very important point 
reached in modern logic, and that it played an Important role 
in the development of modern scientific philosophy. Because 
of the establishment of this theory of meaning the work of 
pragmatists and positivists will occupy, without any doubt, a 
leading position in the history of modern philosophy; we are 
glad to be able to express this acknowledgement in the present 
collection of papers to one of those who contributed so much 
to the foundation and propagation of this theory at a time when 
it was not yet so widely acknowledged. 

However, we have to add here the remark that recent dis- 
cussion has shown this theory to be not the last word in the 
problem of meaning. It is, so to speak, only the first approxi- 
mation in the approach to an empiricist theory of meaning; 
the second appro»mation is much more complicated and leads, 
as regards certain consequences, to different results. The verifi- 
ability theory of meaning as explained starts from the assump- 
tion that propositions are either true or false; i.e., in logical 
terms, from the assumption that propositions are tuoo-valued. 
But a more precise consideration shows that this is a simplifi- 
cation approximately valid in many cases but which cannot be 
carried through universally; scientific propositions, and also 
propositions of everyday life, are correctly speaking more or less 
true and should be incorporated therefore into a multivalued 
logic the scale of which varies continually from zero to one. 
In the concept of probability, logic and mathematics have cre- 
ated a concept the rules of which furnish the appropriate form 
of such a generalized logic. This latter has been systematically 
developed within the frame of mathematical logic, or logistics. 

After these results, the problem of meaning was to be dis- 
cussed anew, this time in terms of probability logic. It turned 
out that in the frame of this generalized logic the equivalence 
theory of meaning as explained was no longer tenable. To state 
it more correctly: the nominalistic principle of the equivalence 
of meaning is not wholly superseded, but its application is re- 
stricted; it does hold for propositions which possess the same 
degree of probability relative to all possible observations, and 
so it holds for the usual relation of abstracta to concreta, but 
it does not hold for the relation of inductively inferred proposi- 
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dons to observadonal propositions^^ and therefore not for the 
relation of “illata” to concreta. The inference leading from ob- 
served facts to hypotheses is not an equivalence, but a probability 
inference which adds something new to the premises; the ad- 
dition finds its expression in an unlimited and even never deter- 
minable class of predictions of new facts which the hypothesis 
involves/* This “overreaching” character of probability in- 
ference excludes the application of the nominalistic reduction 
to the relation of scientific concepts and experiential observa- 
tions. If we understand by “semantic language” a language of 
a higher level dealing with propositions, and by “object lan- 
guage” the usual language dealing with things, we may say: 
the nonequivalence between scientific propositions and observa- 
tional propositions expresses in semantic language what the 
realistic interpretation of scientific concepts as independent enti- 
ties expresses in object language. 

Now it is very interesting to note that this very idea of prob- 
ability replacing truth is one of the fundamental ideas of Dewey. 
He attach the “quest for certainty” not only on the ethical side, 
but also on the theoretical side; he knows that “inquiry into 
existence can only arrive at conclusions having a coefficient of 
some order of probability,”*® and, transferring this result about 
empirical knowledge in general to the problem of human 
action, he emphasizes that knowledge applicable to practical 
purposes is never absolutely true, that “judgment and belief re- 
gar^ng actions to be performed can never attain more than a 
precarious probability.”*® Dewey’s emphasis upon the fact that 
empirical knowledge is written in terms of probability and not 
of truth is one of the great merits of this thoroughly empiricist 

^ The proof of this idea is given in extenso in chapter 11 of my book Exferience 
and 'Prediction, Although the inquiry of that chapter is attached to the positivistic 
conception of “impressions” as the observational basis of inferences, it applies as 
well to the pragmatist conception which considers statements about concrete physical 
objects as the basis, but which conceives all scientific statements as derived from this 
basis by equivalence transformations. 

“We may add here that even if we include statements about an infinity of 
predicted new observable facts in the class of observational propositions, the 
equivalence with the hypothesis cannot be maintained} cf. Exferience and Predic- 
tion^ § 17 . 

Logie, 390. 

“ Quast for Certainty , 6. 
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philosopher, placing him into one line with C. S. Peirce in the 
struggle for a theory of science free from the preoccupations 
of traditional rationalism and absolutism. We should be glad 
if he could be convinced that a probabilistic empiricism opens 
new ways for a realistic interpretation of scientific concepts not 
imperiled by any transgression into a domain of unknowable 
“things in themselves.” 

IV 

We turn now to some consequences our analysis involves for 
Dewey’s theory of secondary and tertiary qualities. We pre- 
sented in Part I Dewey’s idea that, if the immediate things of 
everyday life are the only real things, the reality of secondary 
and tertiary qualities is demonstrated; Dewey considers this 
proof as one of the fundamental issues of his epistemology. We 
have to inquire whether this result is tenable in the sense in 
which Dewey interprets it. 

We explained above that we agreed with Dewey in his con- 
ception that secondary and tertiary qualities are qualities of im- 
mediate things, using our term introduced in Part II. But it 
can easily be shown that they are, if we continue using our 
terminology, subjective qualities, /.(?., qualities which do not 
belong to objective things. They are qualities of things only 
for those persons whose bodies possess sense organs of a specific 
kind, not for other persons. The things of the colour-blind 
man have no colours, but show only shades of grey in all varia- 
tions. If, therefore, we understand by objective qualities those 
qualities of things which are the same for all men we have to 
cross out colours from the objective qualities. The same holds 
for emotional qualities; a black cat may appear frightful to one 
man, whereas another sees it as a graceful and tender animal. 
This is why we call these qualities subjective. 

The term subjective seems to us appropriate because it ex- 
presses the fact that the nature of the subject, of the observer, 
produces these qualities. The world as we see it is a resultant 
of properties of the objective world and of properties of the ob- 
server. It is the aim of science to eliminate the latter influence 
as far as possible. Once more we have to say that the methods 
science uses for this purpose are not different, in principle, from 
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methods applied for the same purpose in everyday life. When 
we look through blue spectacles the world turns blue; but we 
know that this is due to our spectacles only. In the same sense 
the scientist shows that colours in general are products of hu- 
man sense organs. He shows at the same time that even the 
eye of the normal man has only a very limited range of sensi- 
tivity, that we are all colour-blind, even blindy relative to elec- 
tric waves outside a small range of wave lengths. Reference to 
this fact has often been made in philosophic discussions: if our 
eyes were sensitive to ultraviolet or infra-red rays, the world 
would be richer in colours and look different from what it looks 
now; if they were sensitive to cosmic rays, the sky at night 
would be bright with a maximum zone of brightness near the 
galaxy, etc. I think the physicist is quite reasonable when he re- 
fuses a terminology in which such changes would be called 
changes in the objective or real world. 

Now if the pragmatist intends with his characterization of sec- 
ondary and tertiary qualities as real nothing but a change of 
terminology, if he understands by “real” what we call “im- 
mediate,” there would be at least no material difference in these 
conceptions. But it seems to us that there is more than a termi- 
nological difference involved in the pragmatist’s conception. 
We come here to a problem which, we suppose, reveals the 
motive force of the pragmatic conception of reality. If the 
pragmatist considers secondary and tertiary qualities as real 
he does so because he wants to establish esthetics and ethics as 
aspects of reality comparable to physics; because he wants to 
show that esthetic and moral judgments are statements of facts 
in a sense analogous to statements of physical facts. It is the de- 
sire to establish objective esthetics and ethics, as opposed to 
subjective conceptions of esthetics and ethics, which stands be- 
hind the pragmatist’s theory of rfeality. 

We cannot subscribe to this interpretation. If the term “ob- 
jective esthetics and ethics” is to have any meaning utilizable 
for a theory of action it must mean that esthetical and ethical 
properties can be demonstrated to every man as properties of 
things, i.e.y that they are inter subjective properties. But we know 
that this is not possible. Any attempt to convince a colour-blind 
man of a visible difference in two things the normal man sees 
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as red and green would be nonsensical. However by means of 
physical devices we can convince him that these two things 
emit light rays of different wave lengths. This is why we dis- 
tinguish between objective and subjective qualities, and call 
the secondary qualities subjective. The same is easily demon- 
strated for tertiary qualities. 

We called the secondary and tertiary qualities resultants of 
qualities of the things and of the observer. It is true that also 
many other qualities which we consider as being qualities of 
one thing are correctly speaking relations of this thing to other 
things, and that therefore secondary and tertiary qualities are 
special cases of what may be called “interactional” qualities 
of things. If the chemist calls lemon acid jo«r, this term is to 
mean that if other liquids such as alkalis are brought into con- 
tact with lemon acid a certain reaction occurs. Similarly if we 
call a lemon sour in conversational language, this is to mean a 
reaction which would occur if the lemon contacts our tongue. 
The difference between the two cases, however, consists in the 
fact that in the second case the “test-body” is just the observer j 
this is why in this case we speak of subjective qualities, and ex- 
clude them from a description of the world if this description 
is to be independent of the observer. 

On the other hand this analysis shows that secondary and 
tertiary qualities may be characterized as objective if we include 
the observer into the description. We can for instance convince 
a colour-blind man that a normal man sees a difference between 
two things he himself sees as equally coloured. This is the rea- 
son that an objective psychology is possible; though psychology 
deals with subjective things it is objective because it states that 
persons of a certain type under certain conditions observe these 
subjective things. With this interpretation as objective how- 
ever the secondary and tertiary qualities are no longer qualities 
of things, but relations between thing and observer, varying 
therefore with the nature of the observer. 

Now our immediate world does not show these qualities as 
relations but as qualities of things; their relational character 
is a discovery due to inferential operations. As long as we stay 
in the immediate world of experience we therefore have to call 
secondary and tertiary qualities subjective; considering them 
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as objective relations is replacing immediately verifiable state- 
ments about the world of things around us by inferred state- 
ments about a more comprehensive world including the ob- 
server as an object. The lack of intersubjectivity which charac- 
terizes those qualities in the first conception finds its analogue 
in the second conception by the very fact that the objective rela- 
tions which take the place of those qualities vary with the nature 
of the observer. This analysis points out where the terminology 
of the pragmatist may become misleading: if he calls the quali- 
ties real, this word “real” does not involve the meaning of 
“intersubjectivej” if he calls the relations real, the very fact 
that he has to speak here of relations makes them functions of 
the observer. 

We see that in both interpretations the pragmatist’s “reality” 
of secondary and tertiary qualities cannot furnish the very fea- 
ture which would justify a characterization of esthetics and 
ethics as objective: it cannot furnish a compulsory character of 
esthetic and ethical judgments. We are afraid that the prag- 
matist conception may lead for this reason to dangerous mis- 
understandings of value- judgments in so far as it may suggest 
a theory of ethics which considers moral judgments as binding 
as physical judgments. There are ethical systems which for 
instance consider the idea that private property is sacrosanct as 
a demonstrable truth, in the same sense as it is demonstrable 
that private property is destructible by fire. It is the danger 
of pragmatism that its theory of reality is made to order for 
ethical philosophies of this type, although the pragmatists them- 
selves may not intend these implications. It seems to us a basic 
insight of modern ethics that moral judgments vary with the 
structure of the individual, and that, as this structure is highly 
determined by the social environrnent, moral judgments vary 
with the social structure of society. This conception is acceptable 
only for an epistemology which does not consider tertiary quali- 
ties as qualities of objective things but of subjective things, and 
therefore as qualities depending on the nature of man. Com- 
pared with secondary qualities, tertiary qualities are subjective 
to an even higher degree: secondary qualities are at least bio- 
logical constants, /.<?., determined by the biological structure 
of the human body and therefore not susceptible to change; 
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whereas tertiary qualities depend on the social milieu of the 
observer and are amenable to change by education and new so- 
cial adjustment. 

Our refusal to consider tertiary qualities as “real” does not 
mean that science is without any import for ethical considera- 
tions. There are two different functions which science has to 
perform in respect to ethics. First it will collect material in the 
form of statements about ethical conceptions of different persons, 
classes, nations, of the present and of ancient times j i.e., science 
will show us ethical concepts as functions of human beings in 
their environment, not of things independent of man. Second 
it will construe the implications between intended aims, and 
means of their realization; considerations of this kind may some- 
times lead to the result that two aims involve each other, or that 
they are incompatible. Statements of both these kinds can be 
made without any claim of reality for tertiary qualities because 
the logical form of these statements is a relation between ethical 
values and men as their bearers. This regulative function is 
all that science can perform in the field of ethics — there is no 
way of establishing a normative ethics by means of scientific 
method. 

Throughout the history of philosophy we observe ever re- 
newed attempts at establishing the human system of moral 
values in a form similar to the system of physical truths. The 
Platonic doctrine of Ideas is the first great realization of this 
everlasting dream of mankind; from that time there runs a 
continuous line of similar attempts through various forms of 
theology up to Kant’s three Critiques the titles of which express 
in their deliberate parallelism the very program of a philosophy 
which considers physical science, esthetics and ethics as three 
congenerous approaches to reality. It seems to us that this line, 
perhaps transferred through influences of Hegel, has found a 
continuation in the pragmatist conception of reality. We should 
think, however, that it is time now to develop a theory of values 
as volitional decisions which needs no artificial s()ine of a quasi- 
cognitive theory of values, which admits frankly that volitional 
decisions are not justifiable in the sense of discoveries of qualities 
in the objective world, but for which, on the other hand, the 
obligation involved in ethical impulses and decisions is not 
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diminished by the fact that these decisions are products of noth- 
ing but our nature as biological and social beings. We hope that 
a sound empiricism, not afraid of differences between appearance 
and reality, may lead the way towards such an ethics of human 
volition purified from all claims of a pseudo-objectivity, 

V 

We turn now to a consideration of Dewey’s analysis of sci- 
entific method. It is in this field that the truly empiricist char- 
acter of Dewey’s philosophy becomes most visible, revealing its 
author as a pioneer of ideas which have become the common 
property of the present generation of empiricist philosophers. 

It is the basic idea of Dewey that the method of modern sci- 
ence becomes understandable only if we drop the conception 
of science as a system of absolute truths. If the scientific work of 
Antiquity and of the Middle Ages seems so inefficient in com- 
parison with the science of Modern Times, the reason is to be 
found in the fact that the science of the ancients was a search 
for necessities and essences, a “quest for certainty.” As reason 
alone, and not experience, seems able to promise absolute cer- 
tainty, ancient science turned to a striking overestimation of 
rational and speculative methods as compared with experimental 
procedure. In an interesting analysis Dewey points out that the 
fault of ancient science consisted not so much in insufficient ob- 
servation of natural phenomena — on the contrary, “the Greeks 
were keenly sensitive to natural objects and were keen ob- 
servers’”' — as in a lack of insight into the necessity of checking 
scientific theories by an inquiry involving active intervention in 
the conditions of natural processes, by experimental methods. 
Once a scientific hypothesis had been suggested by observation 
of natural phenomena, its further implications were never tested 
by appropriate experiments but accepted through confidence in 
the “inherent ‘rationality’ of the conclusion.’”® Only a natural 
science the results of which were never checked by experiments 
could be conceived of as a system of eternal truths. 

The very fact that modern science introduced experimental 
methods of testing hypotheses led to the discovery that scientific 

Quest for Certsdnty, 88 . 

Logic, 430 . 
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theories can never be considered as absolutely true, that they 
must be submitted to continuous improvements by further in- 
quiries. The modern scientist is glad if he finds an assumption 
which at least holds for a determinable group of phenomena 
within the limits of a sufficient approximation} he will maintain 
this hypothesis as long as it is good, but he is always prepared 
to improve or even to reject it in the face of new experimental 
data. For the modern mind knowledge is therefore not a system 
of truths — it means nothing but “warranted assertibility.”” 
Dewey refers to Leonardo’s remark that “true knowledge begins 
with opinion”’® and defends the role of guessing in scientific 
research } “opinion as a venture, as an ‘it seems to me probable,’ 
is an occasion of new observations, an instigator of research, an 
indispensable organ in deliberate discovery.”’® Guessing as 
method is justified because its results are submitted to experi- 
mental tests and therefore amenable to improvement} but what 
we obtain by such a procedure is never certainty, it is at best only 
“warranted assertibility.” 

In an instructive analysis of some simple examples, such as 
the explanation of dew®® and the investigation of the malaria dis- 
ease,®’ Dewey illustrates this deep insight into the logical struc- 
ture of modern scientific method. He uses the comprehensive 
term “inductive methods” for the various procedures which lead 
from observational data to hypothetical assumptions} by de- 
ductive methods inversely new observational predictions are 
inferred from the hypotheses the experimental test of which 
confirms or disproves the hypothetical assumption. Scientific 
inquiry is thus hypothetical-deductive. In opposition to other 
representatives of this conception Dewey makes it, however, 
very clear that this procedure cannot be interpreted in the frame 
of a logic for which knowledge is either true or false. Experi- 
mental tests of the implications of a hypothesis cannot strictly 
verify — we may add here: nor strictly falsify — ^the original as- 
sumption} all the tests can perform is increasing or lessening 

/ 

'''Ibid., 7. 

Experience and Nature, 155 . 

^ Ibid., 155 . 

^ Logic, 429 . 

^Ibid., 433 . 
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the probability of the hypothesis. On the other hand, the very 
facts from which the hypothesis was in the first place inductively 
inferred must be such that they already confer a probability, 
though a smaller one, to the assumption j this material upon 
which the hypothesis is based must be already “a factor in war- 
ranting its validity.”** There is no difference of principle, only a 
difference of degree, between the logical situation before and 
after the test} all observational material is to have “conjunct 
inferential and testing force.”*® The relation from observational 
data to “warranted assertiuility” is therefore understandable 
only within the frame of an inductive logic which ascribes de- 
grees of truth, or, better, degrees of probability, to scientific 
generalizations and hypotheses. 

In the exposition of these ideas of Dewey’s about scientific 
method the present writer, in part, has used a terminology which 
he himself has developed for similar purposes; he hopes, how- 
ever, that his interpretation of Dewey’s ideas is correct. He would 
be glad to be entitled to assume a close correspondence of his 
own views of the problem with those of one of the leaders of 
pragmatism. Just because of this agreement in basic conceptions 
he may be allowed to add now some critical remarks concerning 
further parts of Dewey’s theory of induction. 

VI 

Dewey distinguishes, as usual, induction by simple enumera- 
tion from the more general methods of induction. He then en- 
deavors to show that the first plays only a subordinate role, that 
the important form of scientific induction is represented by in- 
ferences different from induction by simple enumeration and 
not reducible to it. He even wants to show that in induction by 
simple enumeration there is another principle involved, the 
principle of finding “the representative,” and that mere enumer- 
ation does not add any cogent force to the inference. 

We start with the latter objection. Dewey writes: 

The problem of inductive inquiry, and the precautions that have to 
be observed in conducting it, all have to do with ascertaining that the 

’‘Ibid., 428. 

’‘Ibid., 4Z9. 
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given case is representative, or is a sample or specimen ... the validity 
of the inferred conclusion does not depend upon their number. . . . The 
moment any ong case is determined to be such that it is an exemplary 
representative, the problem in hand is solved.** 

Dewey does not explain to us what he understands by, or how 
he determines, a specimen. I think if he should do so he would 
come to define a specimen as that form of the case which we 
would encounter in future repetitions of the same observa- 
tion. The question under discussion, then, is the question whether 
repeated occurrence of past observations is a sufficient reason to 
assume that the conditions of a specimen are fulfilled. There 
seems to me no doubt that in many cases, we indeed make this 
assumption; for these cases then, the principle of the representa- 
tive leads back to induction by simple enumeration; i.e., to an 
inference from “some” to “all.” If we observe, for instance, 
that a stifling hot day is followed by a thunderstorm at night 
we consider this case as a specimen and infer that the same atmos- 
pheric change will always, or mostly always, follow a day of 
that kind. But why do we assume that? Because this sequence 
has frequently been observed. The interpretation of induction 
by reference to the sample case instead of enumeration seems to 
us nothing but a change of the linguistic expression, the sample 
case being definable only in terms of enumeration. Dewey’s 
analysis includes the correct idea that counting cases and making 
predictions of their repetition involves a classification, and that 
therefore “making correct predictions about repeated occur- 
rence” can be translated into “making the correct classification;” 
but then the correct classification is the one which leads to re- 
peated occurrence. 

We think that what is behind this analysis by Dewey is not so 
much an attack upon the logical structure of induction by simple 
enumeration as the idea that many cases which usually are con- 
sidered to be cases of this form of induction are correctly speak- 
ing more complex cases. If, for Instance, we assume that stifling 
hot days are mostly followed by a thunderstorm we base this 
assumption not only on observation of past experiences of this 
kind, but also on an analysis of the electrical mechanism of a 

’*/*»</., 436-437. 
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thunderstorm which shows that the forming of a high electrical 
tension between clouds and its subsequent discharge is favored 
by heat and moisture, etc. In other words: the number of ob- 
served cases is relevant, but it is not the only reason for induc- 
tive inference. This leads us to the second of Dewey’s conten- 
tions which concerns the idea that there are further principles 
involved in scientific inductions beyond simple enumeration. 

This critique forwarded by Dewey seems to us good in so far 
as it attacks some primitive theories of induction which do not 
take into account the complex structure of scientific inference 
and maintain that inductive inference directly represents nothing 
but enumerations. However this critique seems to us incorrect if 
it is to contend that the additional principles involved in induc- 
tive inference are not indirectly reducible to enumeration. Re- 
turning to our example we may say: an analysis of the influences 
occurring in the theory of the electrical mechanism of a thunder- 
storm may show that these inferences turn out to be once more 
inductions by simple enumeration. A case which we call one 
inductive inference may therefore disintegrate into a network of 
inductive inferences; the first, considered directly, may repre- 
sent more than a simple enumeration, but the elements to which 
it is indirectly reduced are inductions by enumeration. 

We suppose that this was the conception of Hume and of 
others who have developed the idea that all inductive inference 
reduces to enumeration. I do not think, however, that they had a 
good proof of this assumption. I shall explain now why I think 
that today we can give a proof of it. 

Let us introduce the term “macroscopic inferences,” for the 
inferences as they are directly applied, connecting comprehensive 
scientific concepts such as “thunderstorm,” “the theory of elec- 
tricity,” “weather,” etc. We shall then call “microscopic in- 
ferences” the elements to which rnacroscopic inferences are re- 
ducible. Our thesis then is that it is possible to reduce all 
macroscopic inferences to microscopic inferences which are in- 
ductions by simple enumeration. 

The demonstration of this thesis is based upon the fact that, 
apart from purely deductive methods, the application of the 
calculus of probability to physical objects can be shown to involve 
only one axiom : this is the auom of induction by simple enumer- 



DEWEY’S THEORY OF SCIENCE 187 

ation. This fact has been established in the axiomatic of the 
mathematical theory of probability.*' Thus to give our proof 
we have to assume only that all macroscopic scientific inference 
conforms to, and is interpretable in terms of, the calculus of 
probability. This is, I think, scarcely deniable, as the scientists 
would never tolerate inferences which are not justifiable by the 
rules of probability. Our theory explains why macroscopic in- 
ference seems so often of a form different from induction by 
enumeration. If we maintain that in spite of such difference all 
inferences reduce to inductions by simple enumeration this may 
be illustrated by an example from mathematics: it is known that 
higher arithmetical operations such as taking the square root, 
etc., are reducible to additions of the form i -j- although 
the direct structure of these higher operations is very different 
from a simple addition. In the same sense, all inductive infer- 
ences are reducible to inductions by simple enumeration. 

VII 

We turn now to the question of the justification of the prin- 
ciple of induction. I was glad to see from his latest book that 
Dewey considers this a serious problem and does not share the 
opinion of many a modern writer who tries to get rid of this 
problem by calling it a pseudo-problem. In his analysis of the 
problem, Dewey*' refers to some ideas of C. S. Peirce j so we 
have to discuss jointly the conceptions of both Dewey and Peirce. 

There is no doubt that the contributions of Peirce mark the 
first forward step towards a solution of this problem since it had 
been pointed out so seriously by David Hume. There are two 
main ideas which Peirce has introduced into the discussion of 
this problem. The first is that a justification cannot concern one 
single inductive inference in isolation, but that we have to con- 
sider induction as a continuous procedure of assumptions and 
later corrections. With this conception in view Peirce writes.: 
“The justification of it is that, although the conclusion at any 
stage of the investigation may be more or less erroneous, yet 
the further application of the same method must correct the 
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error.”” Dewey, who quotes this passage of Peirce, adheres to it 
in saying that the problem of induction is soluble only “on the 
ground of the continuity of inquiry.” The second main idea 
presented by Peirce is attached by him to what he calls “abduc- 
tion.” Without entering upon an analysis of what Peirce means 
by this term we may interpret it as “induction in a wider sense” 
and thus apply his idea to the problem of induction in general ; 
the idea then reads: the justification of induction is “that if we 
are ever to understand things at all, it must be that way.”** 

Reading Peirce’s collected papers has always been for me a 
high intellectual enjoyment combined with the suspicion of a 
personal tragedy behind all these scattered utterances of a bril- 
liant mind. There is an enormous collection of important ma- 
terial and deep insights presented in these papers, however, in- 
terspersed with dark and sketchy passages of unclarified mean- 
ings, sometimes apparently derived from a Hegelian past not 
completely stripped oflF. It seems Peirce never found the time to 
elaborate his ideas, and to carry through promising beginnings 
into a definitive form. I do not know whether he was withheld 
from it by the constraint of an unsatisfactory economic situation 
which forced him to publish his ideas as they came, in scattered 
articles, with permanent repetitions, or whether there are other 
psychological conditions behind this dispersion of exceptional 
intellectual talents. What remains for us of Peirce’s work is not 
solutions but directions, not an elaborate philosophy but a philo- 
sophic program. Let us be glad that we have at least this — there 
are not many philosophers who leave a program to posterity. 
But we cannot refer to Peirce if we want elaborate solutions. 

These general remarks apply as well to his contributions to 
the problem of induction. The two ideas we quoted form a pro- 

Peirce, Collected Pafers, V, 90. 

^ Ibid.y p. 90 } similar remarks in II, pp. 497, 50a. It is difficult to give a 
clear interpretation of what Peirce means by “abduction.” Sometimes it has the 
meaning of what I call “macroscopic inductive inference;” sometimes it refers to 
the psychological process of finding new hypotheses. It then would belong to what 
I call the “context of discovery” (cf. my book, Experience and Predictiony pp. 7, 
381). In this frame, however, a question of justification cannot be raised; or in 
other words: the justification of actually used psychological methods consists in 
repeatedly observed success of these methods. This being itself an inductive inference 
the problem of abduction is turned back to the justification of induction. 
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gram, not a solution. They can be worked into a solution} based 
on a combination of the same ideas I have myself developed 
a solution of the problem although at a time when I did not 
know these ideas of Peirce. I am particularly glad to have taken 
paths which at a so much earlier time a philosopher of the rank 
of Peirce had indicated, and I may be allowed to consider it as 
a proof of sound method that philosophic movements of so dif- 
ferent an origin as American pragmatism and German philoso- 
phy of science converge in the solution of this basic problem 
of all empiricist philosophy. 

If I cannot call Peirce’s ideas a satisfactory solution of the 
problem of induction, it is because he does not give a sufficient 
foundation for these ideas. To say, first, that continued applica- 
tion of inductive inference must lead to success is correct only on 
the basis of some presuppositions} the validity of these pre- 
suppositions for natural objects cannot be taken for granted. 
Those presuppositions to which Peirce refers include even the 
whole calculus of probability as he derives this thesis from the 
theorem of Bernoulli. This is clear from an exposition of the 
same idea he gives in another paper.™ He does not see that, 
although induction is confirmed by mathematical considerations 
lying within the calculus of probability, its justification must be 
given by considerations outside the calculus} as the very calculus, 
in its application to physical objects, presupposes the principle 
of induction, any other reasoning would be circular. Second, 
Peirce’s idea that induction is justified because if success is pos- 
sible at all it must be with the help of inductive methods, though 
it presents a thoroughly sound program, must be proved before 
it can be considered as a solution. I have not found such a proof 
in Peirce’s papers. The proof of this second thesis, which I con- 
sider to be the right one, is based on the idea that all kinds of 
induction are reducible to induction by simple enumeration, an 
idea contrary to Peirce’s conceptions but without which a proof 
of the thesis in question scarcely could be constructed. This 
proof therefore presupposes an axiomatic of the theory of prob- 
ability which shows that this theory can be deduced from the fre- 
quency interpretation, without any further presuppositions. Such 
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further presuppositions would be assumptions of an “irregular- 
ity” of probability series as they are for instance presupposed in 
the theorem of Bernoulli. The axiomatic constructed by me 
needs no such presuppositions because all assumptions of this 
kind, occurring in physical problems, can be tested as to their 
validity by continued application of the inductive principle. 
Only after the construction of a theory of induction and prob- 
ability as sketched in these remarks may we proceed to a founda- 
tion of the second idea of Peirce. Combining it with the first idea 
which, however, we base on nothing but certain properties of the 
definition of a limit of the frequency, we come to show that we 
are entitled to say: if success is possible at all it can be obtained 
by continued application of the principle of induction. 

Returning to Dewey’s theory of inquiry, I am glad to be able 
to remark that some ideas developed by myself coincide so well 
with the general draft of his empiricist program. The problem 
of induction is no longer a barrier to an empiricist solution of 
the theory of inquiry j within the frame of a philosophy which 
definitely abandons the “quest for certainty” and contents itself 
with “warranted assertibility” — 1 speak in the same sense of 
“posits” or “wagers” — the inductive principle can be shown to 
be our best guide towards predictions of future experiences. 

VIII 

What is to be the future prospect for an empiricist theory 
of inquiry? This question may seem pertinent if one of the 
builders of its present stage is being presented with a survey of 
the reactions his work has found in the scientific world. 

In the foreground of present discussion we still see the analy- 
sis of scientific method in terms of probability. Here a good deal 
of work has already been done. The concept of probability has 
been analyzed from the mathematical and the logical side. More 
and more older conceptions of probability as an expression of 
rational belief are recognized as remnants of philosophic ration- 
alism and are being discarded} in their place the frequency in- 
terpretation of probability which has been applied with so much 
success in all sciences is carried through. The last hidden corners 
into which a rationalistic interpretation of probability has retired, 
though under new names, contain problems such as the prob- 



DEWEY’S THEORY OF SCIENCE 


191 

ability of historical events, and of scientific theories. There 
seems to me no doubt that the frequency interpretation is able 
to give an account of the usage of the term “probable” in all 
these cases. Some attacks directed against this conception have not 
been able to present any serious objection. Thus it is no objection 
that in many cases the statistical material we actually possess is 
not sufficient to permit numerical determinations; all that a logi- 
cian can be asked for is to indicate, in principle, the way that such 
statistics can be worked out. I am glad to see that Dewey ad- 
heres to the frequency interpretations for both historical facts 
and scientific theories;*” some qualifications he adds, referring 
to insufficiency of actual statistical material, do not seem to 
modify this general view relevantly. If for instance actual ma- 
terial permits only a statement of the form that the probability 
for an assumption is greater than that against it, this deter- 
mination in the form of an inequality may be improved by fur- 
ther material into a numerical determination of a probability, 
at least within some serviceable limits. Besides questions of the 
availability of statistical material there is included in these dis- 
cussions another problem which may be called the problem of 
the application of the frequency interpretation to the single case; 
this problem is solved, I think, by the idea that speaking about 
the probability of a single case is an elliptic mode of speech trans- 
latable into statements about frequencies.” 

However, there remains still much work to be done. Analysis 
of scientific method will always remain unsatisfactory as long 
as it is not accomplished in close connection with actual scientific 
procedure in all its technicality. In as much as modern physics in 
particular is intrinsically mathematical, philosophic analysis of 
modern science cannot be achieved without a profound study of 
mathematical methods. This is why in our time a qualified phi- 
losopher has to be a good mathematician — a maxim which our 
students of philosophy should note. This applies not only to 
the analysis of probability; modern logic will remain unintel- 
ligible to anyone who did not study the calculus of classes and 
the methods of modern axiomatics; philosophy of space and 

"Logic, 47», 478. 

** For further explanation of this conception cf. Experience and Prediction, 
309-312. 
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time involves a study of diflFerential geometry and the calculus 
of tensors; philosophy of quantum mechanics demands a pro- 
found knowledge of an abstract calculus constructed by mathe- 
matical physicists in the pursuit of their inquiry. It is in par- 
ticular the analysis of this last creation of mathematical physics 
which promises new insights into the nature of knowledge; 
problems of the definition of the physical object in its relation 
to the observer, of the replacement of causal laws by probability 
laws, of the applicability of macroscopic concepts of space and 
time to the world of electrons and positrons, including even 
the applicability of classical logic, are still to be solved Many 
a leading physicist has turned a philosopher in his efforts to 
develop new methods in this field; it is time that philosophers 
who have turned physicists and mathematicians come to their 
aid. 

The early period of empiricism in which an all-round phi- 
losopher could dominate at the same time the fields of scientific 
method, of history of philosophy, of education and social phi- 
losophy, has passed. We enter into the second phase in which 
highly technical investigations form the indispensable instru- 
ment of research, splitting the philosophical campus into spe- 
cialists of its various branches. We should not regret this 
unavoidable specialization which repeats on philosophic grounds 
a phenomenon well known from all the other fields of scientific 
inquiry. Let us hope that in each of these branches of future 
philosophy we shall be presented with scientific personalities of 
the seriousness, the effectiveness, and the caliber of John Dewey. 

Hans Reichenbach 

Department of Philosophy 

University of California at Los Angeles 



6 

Arthur E, Murphy 

DEWEY»S EPISTEMOLOGY AND METAPHYSICS 




6 

DEWEY’S EPISTEMOLOGY AND METAPHYSICS 


I N HARMONY with Spinoza’s observation that Peter’s 
idea of Paul is likely to give us a better notion of Peter than 
of Paul, it will doubtless be observed that the essays in this 
volume reflect the preconceptions and interpretative limitations 
of their authors at least as much as the actual content and im- 
plications of Mr. Dewey’s philosophy. The danger in such cases 
is that what is presented as a critical analysis will in fact amount 
to little more than a translation of what, from the standpoint 
of an opposing philosophy of questionable validity, Mr. Dewey 
really must have meant and ought to have said. This risk is not 
altogether avoidable, for one can only criticize what he takes to 
be confused and inadequate by reference to clarity and adequacy 
as he sees them. It can, however, be minimized if the critic states 
at the outset the standpoint from which his analysis is to be made 
and the interest that directs it. The reader should then be in 
a position to consider the interpretation offered explicitly as an 
hypothesis, to be tested by its success in clarifying a theory which 
he has, on his own account, been trying to understand. 

In the account here presented of Mr. Dewey’s theory of 
knowledge and of nature, primary importance is attached to his 
insistence on the interpretation and criticism of statements made 
in terms of their use and testable validity in the contexts in 
which, prior to either epistemological or metaphysical analysis, 
they have a discoverable use and meaning. I shall term this 
reference of ideas to and their testing in speciflc situations ‘con- 
textual analysis.’ The name does not particularly matter, but 
the procedure it calls attention to does, and the name suggested 
will serve, I think, as well as any other. It appears to me that 
a contextual analysis and testing of the ideas used in philo- 
sophical discussion is the indispensable basis for any adequate 
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theory of either knowledge or nature and that Mr. Dewey 
in insisting on this fact and sometimes in carrying out the atulysis 
or criticism required, has contributed very substantially to the 
progress of inquiry in these fields. I propose, therefore, in the 
first place, to indicate what this method is and what, by its con- 
sistent use, we could reasonably expect to find out about knowl- 
edge and its place and function in the natural world. 

It will be apparent, however, on further investigation, that 
the results he has actually reached are in many respects not con- 
sistent with the theory thus suggested. The non-philosophical 
inquirer who studies Dewey’s theory of ‘inquiry’ in the "Logic or 
of ‘experience’ in Experience and Nature will not find what, 
on the basis of the prospectus offered, he may well feel he had a 
right to expect. Instead he will discover that the context in 
terms of which Mr. Dewey interprets knowledge is one not ap- 
propriate to the actual procedures and claims of scientific or 
practical inquiry, and that his theory of nature is compromised 
and confused by this fact. It becomes necessary, therefore, to 
discriminate between those elements in the total theory which 
can be justified by the method recommended and those which 
tend to impede its satisfactory use. I believe that this discrimina- 
tion can be made, that the complications and inconsistencies 
can then be accounted for by reference to the conditions under 
which Mr. Dewey’s theory developed and the controversies in 
which it was involved, and that, finally, it can be shown that 
their elimination leaves the method originally outlined more 
clearly and reliably usable than it has so far been. 

The interpretation thus presented is not ofiFered as an ac- 
count of what Mr. Dewey really meant, or as a rival theory 
which might increase its prestige by disposing argumentatively 
of so formidable a contender fpr epistemological or meta- 
physical supremacy. I have not been able to understand Mr. 
Dewey’s philosophy as having any single clear or unequivocal 
meaning, and I do not suggest that the elements I have selected 
for favorable attention are any more ‘really’ or ‘ultimately’ 
what the author had in mind than much else that seems incon- 
sistent with them. And it is certainly not my purpose to ‘re- 
fute’ Mr. Dewey. On the conti-ary, I have learned so much from 
him that any criticism made will be based, in large part at 
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least, on what, from his own writings, I have come to believe 
that philosophy ought to be and can be if philosophers take 
pains to know what they are talking about and to test their 
theories by reference to situations in which they have a testable 
meaning. It is in the interest of that sort of philosophy that I 
have here tried to discriminate those factors in Mr. Dewey’s 
own theories which are permanently useful from those which, 
as it seems to me, have tended to impede its development. 

I 

I shall first discuss Mr. Dewey’s theory of knowledge since, 
as will be shown later, it is only in terms of it that the more 
puzzling features of his empirical metaphysics are to be under- 
stood. And here some examination of the use of the term ‘episte- 
mology’ is at once required. In a common philosophical usage 
‘epistemology’ simply means ‘theory of knowledge’ or ‘philo- 
sophical analysis of the nature of knowing and the meaning and 
criteria of truth.’ In this sense, Mr. Dewey not only has an 
‘epistemology’ but gives it a quite fundamental place in his 
philosophy. He himself, however, has habitually reserved the 
word ‘epistemology’ as the designation for a particular sort 
of theory of knowledge of which he disapproves. This has led to 
some confusion, and has in particular left him open to the 
specious objection that he has not been able to avoid ‘episte- 
mology,’ since he, too, has a theory about knowledge. 

The difficulty is easily resolved. There are, on Dewey’s view, 
two main sorts of philosophical accounts of knowledge, the 
epistemological and the contextual. And he has said quite plainly 
what the essential difference between these is. For him, as he 
explains in the first chapter of the Logicy ‘knowledge’ has no 
meaning independent of inquiry so that “that which satis- 
factorily terminates inquiry, is by definition, knowledge,” while 
for theories of the type to which he objects “knowledge is sup- 
posed to have a meaning of its own apart from cpnnection with 
and reference to inquiry. The theory of inquiry is then neces- 
sarily subordinated to this meaning as a fixed, external end. 
The opposition between the two views is basic.’” 

This distinction seems to me quite fundamental. Any stu- 

’ Logic, 8 . 
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dent of the theory of knowledge is acquainted with the inter- 
minable and inconclusive controversies which arise when the 
disputants start with incompatible, but presumably quite evident, 
notions of what knowing must really be and then proceed to test 
the validity of all knowledge-claims by reference to or deriva- 
tion from what is thus really known. If the datum in knowl- 
edge must always be other than the ‘real’ object which is the 
true objective of knowing, since all knowing involves tran- 
scendence, then of course all knowing is indirect and we are 
‘epistemological dualists.’ If, on the other hand, it is quite 
evident to us that real knowing must be a grasp of being itself 
as this is directly ‘present to the mind,’ then epistemological 
monism, according to which the real object is itself the given, 
is the doctrine to be accepted. Such theories are admirably 
suited to dialectical elaboration and defense against opponents, 
since the partisan of either view has only to assume the validity 
of his own definition of knowing in his criticism of his opponent 
in order to show that the theory criticized either denies the 
possibility of ‘knowledge,’ so defined, and thus reduces to scep- 
ticism or else, when its ‘real’ meaning is seen, reduces to his 
own theory and thus reluctantly and against its will testifies to 
the essential truth. Since this procedure is open to each of the 
contestants, if he is sufficiently tenacious in his insistence on his 
original stipulation, the controversy is in principle endless. Its 
defect is that it has, as experience has shown, very little connec- 
tion with what reliable knowing shows itself to be outside the 
limits and stipulations of the debate, and in terms of the methods 
by means of which, in the sciences and in practical life, grounded 
knowledge is distinguished from unsubstantial and unsubstan- 
tiated opinion. Hence if we are to get any light on the nature 
of knowing as it operates in these. cases, and to provide the sort 
of philosophical clarification that is urgently needed of some of 
the notions that are involved in it, we shall have to turn our 
attention away from the debate and find out in the first place 
what such knowing is, what the claims made for it mean in use, 
and how they are tested in the context of their primary and re- 
liable application. And since it is by inquiry and investigation 
that most reliable knowledge is acquired, it is to inquiry that we 
must go to find out what it is. 
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‘Epistemology,’ in Dewey’s usage, is a designation for theories 
of knowledge that neglect this essential reference. 

Theories of knowledge that constitute what are now called epistemologies 
have arisen because knowledge and obtaining knowledge have not been 
conceived in terms of the operations by which, in the continuum of ex- 
periential inquiry, stable beliefs are progressively obtained and utilized. 
Because they are not constructed upon the ground of operations and 
conceived in terms of their actual procedures and consequences, they are 
necessarily formed in terms of preconceptions derived from various 
sources, mainly cosmological in ancient and mainly psychological (di- 
rectly or indirectly) in modern theory.* 

The alternative proposed is simply, in the first instance, a ref- 
erence back to the specific situations in which a difference be- 
tween true and false beliefs can reliably be made out, and a 
careful account of what, in these situations, the meaning and 
validity of various truth claims is found to be. We shall only 
then be in a position to indulge in philosophical criticism or 
synthesis. 

I shall follow Dewey, in this paper, in describing theories 
of the first type as ‘epistemological’ and shall designate as ‘con- 
textual’ those that belong in the second group. I do not want to 
suggest, as Dewey seems at times to do, that all accounts of 
knowledge prior to his own have been primarily of the episte- 
mological type. I'here is much careful observation and sub- 
stantial wisdom in Locke’s theory of knowledge, in Spinoza’s, 
and in those of Aristotle and Aquinas, and much that the most 
up to date devotee of ‘contextualism’ might with much profit 
learn from them. There is, however, a persistent tendency in 
theories of knowledge to lose touch with the situations in which 
knowledge-getting occurs and to substitute a dialectical elabora- 
tion of the ‘real’ nature of knowledge for a contextual examina- 
tion of the specific manner of functioning and meaning in use 
of the processes and claims of inquiry. In the period during 
which Mr. Dewey’s own philosophy was developed this tend- 
ency reached an unhappy maximum in idealistic theories of 
‘thought’ and its relation to ‘reality’ and in the great debate 
among the realists about the real or true object of knowledge 
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and the essential nature of the mind’s relation to it. To have 
insisted on the essential sterility of these theories and the need 
for philosophy to get into touch once more with the facts of 
knowledge-getting and testing was a needed contribution to the 
subject and one that Mr. Dewey has made in quite decisive 
^shion. 

Stated summarily, the standpoint for a philosophical analysis 
of knowledge by reference to the contexts in which various 
knowledge-claims have meaning and testable validity in use 
is substantially this; (i) The philosopher has no special access 
to the nature of knowledge or of reality, or to the circum- 
stances of their relation to each other. The knowledge-claims that 
it is his business to examine, understand, and unify so far as 
possible into a comprehensible whole, occur in the first instance 
in non-philosophical activities and are to be understood by refer- 
ence to their role in such activities. (2) These activities are 
various and are concerned not with reality as such or as a whole, 
but with those aspects or features of the world which are relevant 
to the particular requirements of the activity in question. (3) 
A reference to the circumstances under which, in the course of 
such activities, truth-claims are made and tested, is essential for 
an understanding of their meaning. To suppose that the state- 
ments in which the results of inquiry are summed up can retain 
their meaning when they are used for other purposes and in 
other contexts than those of their primary application is quite 
unwarranted, and leads to confusing results, as when, for in- 
stance, the validity of common sense statements is philosophi- 
cally ‘criticized’ as though they were claims to a sort of knowl- 
edge with which, in their ordinary and reliable use, they are not 
at all concerned, or scientific knowledge is treated as a highly 
inadequate attempt to characterize reality as a whole and is thus, 
in its own nature, essentially defective. (4) It is, none the less, 
philosophically legitimate and important to discover how far 
what can be found out by any one method of inquiry is relevant 
to what, on other grounds, we have reason to believe, and es- 
pecially to our beliefs about what, in the sort of world we live 
in, is humanly possible and desirable. If ‘metaphysics’ were 
simply an inclusive and necessarily provisional estimate of the 
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place and prospects of human experience and aspirations within 
the natural world, then an empirical metaphysics would be a 
meaningful and useful investigation. 

In some aspects of his philosophy, celebrated elsewhere in 
this volume, Mr. Dewey has given us this sort of theory. In 
the theory of knowledge, however, his position is much less 
clear. To see its significance we had best turn directly to his 
latest and most comprehensive account of the nature of knowl- 
edge, in the Logic. 

Knowledge, as already noted, is to be understood as the ap- 
propriate outcome of inquiry. What, then, is inquiry? The 
answer to this question does not take us, as it should, to such 
specific sorts of inquiry as serve in practice as our means of find- 
ing out about the ‘antecedent’ environment or the consequences 
of human behavior in it. It refers us instead to a theory about the 
role of ideas as instruments to be used in so altering a present 
indeterminate situation that an enjoyed future experience, itself 
non-cognitive but worth while on its own account, will reliably 
ensue, through the use of procedures which have proved their 
instrumental value in this capacity. The ultimate objective of 
knowing is held in all cases to be such an existential transforma- 
tion of the subject-matter of knowledge, and the only object 
to which ideas ultimately refer is the experienced outcome of 
this transformation, as this is later to be ‘had’ or immediately 
experienced. This docs not seem, frima facie, to correspond 
to the intent of knowing or the manner of its use and validation 
in many sorts of inquiry, and a closer examination will tend to 
confirm the suspicion that the discrepancy is a radical one. I 
propose to examine this discrepancy as it first enters into and 
complicates Dewey’s theory of ‘inquiry,’ and to show how the 
confusions it engenders are explained by the antecedent episte- 
mological entanglements in which his notion of the relation of 
ideas to experience and of cognitive inquiry to practice is in- 
volved. 

“Inquiry,” Mr. Dewey tell us, “is the controlled or directed 
transformation of an indeterminate situation into one that is 
so determinate in its constituent distinctions and relations as to 
convert the elements of the original situation into a unified 
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whole.^^* The appropriate outcome of inquiry is a judgment 
“warrantably assertible” as following validly from the correct 
use of appropriate methods, but the objective of this judgment 
is simply the reconstitution of the situation in which thinking 
arose as response to the indeterminate or doubtful, in such wise 
that a final state of determinate resolution and unification is 
achieved.* Propositions about matters of fact or possible courses 
of action are used in the process of reaching the final judgment 
and resolution. But these 

are neither self-determined nor self-sufficient. They are determined 
with reference to an intended future issue and hence are instrumental 
and intermediate. They are not valid in and of themselves, for their 
validity depends upon the consequences which ensue from acting upon 
them — as far as these consequences actually ensue from the operations 
the propositions dictate and are not accidental accretions.® 

All thought contains a practical factor, “an activity of doing 
and making which reshapes antecedent existential material 
which sets the problem of inquiry, and since the ultimate 
reference of the ideas involved in this reshaping is to the re- 
construction to be achieved, “The ultimate ground of every 
valid proposition and warranted judgment consists in some ex- 
istential reconstruction ultimately elFected.^^^ 

Mr. Dewey’s development of this theory is accompanied by 
many illustrations of the way In which inquiry and investigation 
do alter antecedent situations by bringing to light facts and 
suggesting hypotheses relevant to the problem being investi- 
gated and are thus instrumental to finding out whatever it was 
that the investigator was previously in doubt about. Equally 
important in his exposition is the manner in which knowledge 
once attained is instrumental to further and non-cognitive in- 
terests, not least among them the Interest in enjoying the out- 
come of knowing in a cleared-up situation as something worth 
having on its own account. Of the antecedents in preliminary 
analysis, hypothesis and the like, and of the consequences of 

* Logic, 104 - 5 . 

134. 

* Ibid., 1 64 . 

Ubid., 160 . 

^ Ibid., 489 . 
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knowing for many other humanly desirable ends Mr. Dewey 
has a great deal that is enlightening to say. But at the center 
of the theory there remains an ambiguity that is likely to puzzle 
even those most anxious to profit by its teachings. One’s natural 
tendency is to suppose that what the ideas used and the analyses 
performed in the course of inquiry are Instrumental to is find- 
ing out whatever it is that the particular inquirer was investigat- 
ing, which might be immediate experience, or unperceived ante- 
cedent existence, or the structure of some purely hypothetical 
logical system, or anything else, existent or non-existent, which 
can in any way be investigated. And similarly we are inclined 
to suppose that the worth of knowledge for improving man’s 
estate, or ushering in immediate experiences non-cognitively 
enjoyed, though enjoyed as the fruit of previous cognition, is 
essentially distinct from its worth as knowledge, as true belief 
about its own intended object in the sense that what it asserts 
to be so is so and is based on adequate evidence or arrived at by 
a method which leads reliably to true conclusions. Something of 
this sort seems to be presupposed in inquiry as ordinarily pur- 
sued. If we look for its equivalent, however, in Mr. Dewey’s 
description of inquiry, we shall be at a loss to find it. 

The most puzzling feature of this instrumental theory of 
knowledge is that, in the picture of inquiry it offers, knowing, 
in the sense in which it was understood in the preceding para- 
graph, seems not to occur at all. There are steps that would 
ordinarily be thought of as leading up to it — the ^jam tomorrow’ 
stage in which experienced events are not simply known on their 
own account but are used as signs, or instruments, or evidence 
for something else that is to he known. And there are steps lead- 
ing away from it, the ‘jam yesterday’ stage, at which the use 
of what is already known as a means for the attainment of some 
further satisfaction is stressed. But what, on the ordinary view, 
ought to occupy the central place between these two processes 
and to lend its significance to both, is just not therp. It was Mr. 
Lovejoy, I believe, who observed that “I am about to have 
known” is the appropriate pragmatic equivalent for “I know.” 
The comment, as applied to Mr. Dewey’s theory, is enlighten- 
ing. 

It must not, of course, be supposed that this result is due to any 
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inadvertence on Mr. Dewey^s part. It means simply that if he 
is right, what I referred to as the ^ordinary’ view of knowing 
is in need of further analysis, and that when this is supplied 
the apparent reference to antecedent existence, to a cognitive 
validity of truth-claims essentially distinct from their efficacy 
in reconstructing experience, is replaced by a reference of ideas 
to future experience and to the means for so altering a present 
situation that a desired and anticipated future will reliably en- 
sue. I am not at present concerned to deny that this is what 
knowledge Vcally’ is, or that the ultimate objective of knowing 
may be what he takes it to be. Any decision on these points de- 
pends so largely on antecedent epistemological commitments 
that it is not, on the whole, a matter for fruitful discussion. It 
is important, however, to observe that this is not what knowing 
is ^known as’ when we take it for what it shows itself to be in 
physical, historical or sociological research and that the attempt 
to understand these activities in terms of the theory that Mr. 
Dewey has offered is more fruitful of epistemological contro- 
versy, in the disparaging sense in which he uses that term, than 
of philosophical enlightenment. 

The particular issues that will serve best to illustrate the con- 
trast between the theory of knowledge which a contextual 
analysis would appear to require and that to which Mr. Dewey, 
as a result of previous epistemological commitments, has been 
led, are those which concern the true or ultimate object of cog- 
nition and the relation of cognition to other and non-cognitive 
modes or access to reality. It will appear, I believe, that his 
discussion of these issues is not intelligible until we refer it 
back to the idealistic and realistic philosophies in relation and 
opposition to which it w'as developed, and that while it can be 
controversially justified as an alternative to them, its fruits in 
contextual application are of questionable value. 

In The Quest for Certainty, Mr. Dewey has insisted at 
length that the assumption that “the true and valid object of 
knowledge is that which has being prior to and independent 
of the operations of knowing” is unwarranted and that on the 
contrary, “the true object of knowledge resides in the conse- 
quences of directed action.”* This is held to be particularly 

The Quest for Certainty, i g6. 
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true and important in the case of the sciences, where it must 
be seen that ^Scientific conceptions are not a revelation of prior 
and independent reality,”® but that, on the contrary, “scien- 
tific men accepted the consequences of their experimental opera- 
tions as constituting the known object,”'® and cared nothing 
for an antecedent archetypal reality. 

What precisely do these statements mean? In the procedure 
of inquiry, whether into the structure of the atom, the cause of 
infantile paralysis, or, if anyone is interested to investigate, the 
batting averages of all members of the New York Yankees 
baseball team in 1921, the true object of knowledge is surely 
just whatever it is that the inquirer wants to find out about. 
That antecedent being, as it existed prior to the operations of 
inquiry, can in this sense be a true and legitimate object of 
knowledge and even an archetype in so far as knowledge of it 
must conform to what it was, if it is to be the truth about it, 
seems not really doubtful. It is of course true that antecedent 
existence is not the true and valid object of knowledge, the only 
or exclusive one. On this point we should be inclined to say, if 
we came at the matter directly, that the question as to the true 
object of knowledge is a puerile one, since anything whatever 
can be an object of knowledge if there is any humanly possible 
way of finding out about it and if anyone is interested in finding 
out, and that the attempt to set up any such object as preemi- 
nently the true or genuine article is inspired by such extraneous 
moral or epistemological considerations as, e.g., that it is some- 
thing important or desirable to know about or that it is what we 
must really be knowing if somebody's theory of knowledge is 
the true one. The objects of science are any objects about which 
the sciences can give us reliable information j and that some sci- 
entific conceptions are revelations of a prior and independent 
reality in that, by the use of them, true and warranted statements 
can be made about events and objects that existed before cog- 
nitive situations ever occurred and independent of such situa- 
tions, is, I should think, as sure as anything can be in this uncer- 
tain world. 

The inquirer interested in understanding what scientists are 

" ibid.y 1 65, 

Ibid. y 18s. 
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talking about, how their various theories and conceptions are 
instrumental to finding out, in an approximate but on the whole 
reliable way what is going on, has gone on and is likely to go 
on in the world, and what sort of evidence is available for testing 
statements made on these matters, will get no light from a dis- 
cussion of the “true” object of knowledge. And when he dis- 
covers that Mr. Dewey, in order to emphasize the experi- 
mental and operational nature of scientific concepts, is forced to 
assert that these conceptions do not ‘ultimately’ refer to past 
events, or indeed to anything but the empirically observable 
consequences of acting upon them, he is likely to be more con- 
fused than enlightened. 

Why should Mr. Dewey have introduced such claims into 
his theory of knowledge? The answer is to be found not in the 
nature of scientific procedure but in that of Mr. Dewey’s ante- 
cedent quarrel with a “spectator theory of knowledge.” He de- 
fined the issue quite clearly in his Essays in Experimental Logic. 

The new realism finds that it [thinking] is instrumental simply to 
knowledge of objects. From this it infers (with perfect correctness and 
inevitableness) rhat thinking (including all the operations of discovery 
and testing they might be set forth in an inductive logic) is a mere 
psychological preliminary, utterly irrelevant to any conclusions regarding 
the nature of objects known. The thesis of the essays is that thinking 
is instrumental to a control of the environment, a control effected 
through acts which would not be undertaken without the prior resolution 
of a complex situation into assured elements and an accompanying pro- 
jection of possibilities — without, that is to say, thinking.” 

Whether or not this characterization of the new realist’s posi- 
tion is adequate is not here important. The essential fact is that 
when thinking is held to be instrumental to a knowledge of 
‘reality’ this ‘reality’ is thought of by Dewey as something that 
is supposed to be known antecedently to and independently of 
the processes by means of which scientific investigation takes 
place. The ‘spectator’ theory of knowledge thus stands in his 
mind for the view that we can know things by passively con- 
templating them or accepting preconceived ideas about them as 
adequate bases for conclusions as to their essential natures. It 
follows of course that scientific method, with its experimental 

Essays in Experimental Logic ^ 30 . 
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manipulation of given data and constant modification of ante- 
cedently accepted ideas, is out of harmony with any such theory 
of knowledge. If this be knowledge of antecedent being, then 
neither scientific method nor experimental logic gives such 
knowledge. 

It is clear, I think, that if we want to understand Mr, Dewey’s 
puzzling denial of what seems, on the face of it, the obvious 
import of some reliably tested knowledge-claims, we must think 
of him as referring to theories of this sort. His statements are 
simply not comprehensible apart from such reference. That is 
why, after burying the spectator theory of knowledge in one 
volume after another, he has been obliged to dig it up again 
in subsequent works to justify by contrast his own insistence that 
the true object of knowledge is not only got at by experimental 
methods but simply u the observable outcome of such experi- 
mental procedures. But while this is intelligible, in terms of the 
controversy in question, it is not at all helpful as a characteri- 
zation of the actual aims of experimental science, where it is 
not simply what will happen when an experiment is performed 
that is in question, but also what evidence this supplies about 
the nature and behavior of other objects which may themselves 
be beyond the range of observation but can be known about by 
means of experimental evidence. Mr. Dewey evidently does 
not mean to deny that in some sense we have such knowledge, 
but he does insist on stating the nature and aims of knowing in 
such fashion as to make any clear analysis of it impossible. And 
this is done because a straightforward statement suggests to him, 
though it does not by any means imply, an epistemological 
theory which he is extremely anxious to avoid. The epistemo- 
logical controversy has thus impeded and confused the con- 
textual analysis that was wanted. 

A related matter on which Mr. Dewey finds it very impor- 
tant to insist is the falsity of the assumption “that knowledge 
has a uniquely privileged position as a mode of access to reality 
in comparison with other modes of experience.”*’ Actually, 
things can be ‘had’ in immediate experience, as well as known, 
and in such ‘having’ “we experience things as they really are 
apart from knowing” while knowing is that special mode of 

“The Quest for Certainty , i o6. 
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experiencing things ‘‘which facilitates control of objects for pur- 
poses of non-cognitive experiences.”" Cognition thus is not, as 
philosophers have in the past assumed, “the measure of the re- 
ality found in other modes of experience,” and an insistence on 
this fact is held to be of great significance. 

The difficulty one finds in understanding these passages, and 
many others like them in Dewey, is that knowledge or cognition 
appears to be used in them in two different but not adequately 
distinguished senses. Referred to ordinary operations of in- 
vestigation, knowledge consists of true statements or beliefs ar- 
rived at by a reliable method. The cognitive interest is that in 
the acquisition and adequate testing of such beliefs; and nothing 
can be directly relevant to the cognitive goodness of a belief 
or the satisfaction of the interest in knowing except that which 
tends to confirm or confute the belief in question by serving as 
evidence of the nature of its object. 

It is only because some connection with this meaning for 
knowledge and the tests of its validity is carried over into Mr. 
Dewey’s discussion that it retains its appearance of pertinence 
to inquiry in the sciences and practical affairs. But at the same 
time this is not what Mr. Dewey himself, in his specific epis- 
temological analyses, takes knowing to be. Instead, as we have 
already seen, he regards it as a use of ideas as signs of possible 
future experiences and means for effecting the transition to such 
experiences in a satisfactory manner. These future experiences, 
in so far as they terminate inquiry, will not be cases of ‘knowing,’ 
i.e., of the use of given experiences as signs of something else. 
Hence what justifies cognition is not anything in the same sense 
‘known’ at all, but the occurrence of a non-cognitive satisfaction, 
and the goodness of cognition in its own primary aim or intent, 
is determined by its use in bringing about such experiences. 

Each of these accounts is intelligible enough in itself, but 
when we try to apply to non-philosophical inquiry the results 
reached on the epistemological level, confusions arise which 
have always surrounded the ‘instrumental’ theory of knowl- 
edge. Are we actually to suppose that the validity of ordinary 
truth-claims as true is to be determined by something else than 

"Ibid., 9*. 
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what we can find out as to the nature of their objects, or that 
we are to regard as evidence of their truth the fact they are 
instrumental to non-cognitive satisfactions? And does the claim 
that we have non-cognitive access to ‘reality’ mean that we have 
any way of finding out what really exists or is the case, that is 
not, just in so far as it « a way of finding out, a way of knowing 
or of cognition? Of course we are related to our environment 
in many other ways than framing and testing beliefs about it. 
We ‘grasp reality’ in seeing and handling perceptual objects, in 
enjoying good health and in doing all manner of things that 
are not knowing, and may be more satisfactory than knowing. 
But if the question arises as to what, in any of these ways of ex- 
periencing or behaving we find out about ‘reality,’ the only 
possible answer is a ‘cognitive’ one, namely, in the first place 
a statement of what these experiences are, what, other than 
themselves they are evidence for and how they are relevant to 
the rest of what, in our various relations with it, we find the 
world to be. If “practice” reveals the nature of ‘reality’ in any 
significant sense, it is surely because we find out something 
through our practical relations with things that we should not 
otherwise have known. And similarly, if, as Dewey maintains, 
we experience things as they really are apart from knowing, 
this is itself something that can be known, where ‘knowing’ is 
not a reference to some future experience later to be non- 
cognitively enjoyed as a result of present intellectual operations, 
but a true belief, tested by inspection of the very experiences in 
question, as to what these experiences arc. Mr. Dewey himself 
makes many statements about Immediate experience that he evi- 
dently regards as verifiably true in this sense. 

In all this, however, we are putting ‘cognition’ in a context 
other than that to which his own analysis refers. If cognizing 
is only what, for epistemological purposes, he takes it to be, 
then there are ways of finding out about objects, e.g., observing 
our own immediate experiences and making a true report of 
them, which are not ‘cognitive,’ since they are not ways of using 
the experiences in question as signs of future experiences. We 
then have ‘access to reality’ which is not ‘cognitive’ but never- 
theless is a source of information about its intended object. And 
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we have a goodness of ideas in the instrumental sense which 
bears no clear relation to their goodness as evidence for or in- 
formation about the objects of which they purport to supply 
knowledge, but which nevertheless is somehow intended as an 
equivalent for truth in the more usual sense. 

The controversy about pragmatism or instrumentalism has 
always been a particularly unrewarding one, in which neither 
party seemed at all able to understand what the other was say- 
ing, and any criticism offered from a non-pragmatic standpoint 
was rejected by the pragmatists as a misrepresentation. It is not 
my purpose to revive that controversy. What I want to point 
out is that its inconclusiveness and the misunderstandings on 
both sides were due to the fact that what Mr. Dewey says about 
cognition is true of it as he defines it, and false of it as more 
ordinarily understood, and that the attempt to interpret what 
he has to say in terms of the ordinary use of the term ‘truth’ 
leads only to ambiguity. The truth-relation on his view is that 
of an idea to a future experience, when the idea is intended to 
suggest a way of behaving that will lead the thinker, if he acts 
upon it, to enjoy that future experience, and the goodness of an 
idea in that connection is its capacity to serve leliably for the 
purpose intended. The question of its truth in any other sense 
does not arise, and it is the essence of this extremely ingenious 
theory to see to it that it shall not arise. Once admitted into Mr. 
Dewey’s epistemological universe of discourse, the critic will 
find himself quite unable to make the objection he had intended. 
It will be quite impossible to ‘know’ immediate experience as it 
is in its own qualitative being, since to know anything is not to 
attend to it on its own account, but to use it as a sign of something 
else. Yet immediate experience will provide ‘access to reality,’ 
indeed, our only first-hand approach to it. lienee the claims of 
non-cognitive experience to epistemological primacy. And when 
ideas are used cognitively their intent as cognitive, as instru- 
ments for the resolution of an indeterminate situation, will be 
to eventuate and find their justification in something not in the 
same sense known at all. The subtlety with which this theory 
has been developed is of the highest order. 

The crucial question is, however, for what was it devised, and 
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for what is it useful? As an analysis of the interest and criteria 
of knowing in non-philosophical research it is not really help- 
ful, for the terms in which it is stated and the assumptions on 
which it is based are not comprehensible except in relation to 
epistemological controversies on a quite different level, and 
when applied directly to the ordinary business of truth-seeking, 
result in endless misunderstanding. But if one recalls the ideal- 
ism out of which Dewey’s theory developed, the situation is 
altered. The limitation that Mr. Dewey puts on ‘cognition’ and 
his insistence that it is to be justified by its furtherance of in- 
terests and satisfactions not in the same sense cognitive are the 
direct result of his rejection of his idealistic antecedents, and 
find their explanation in their relation to it. 

In objective idealism ‘thought’ had long since been divorced 
from the ordinary business of acquiring information. For rea- 
sons with which every student of epistemology will be familiar, 
thought had come to be regarded as a kind of construction, hav- 
ing its point of departure in immediate experience but tran- 
scending such experience in its search for an object that would 
fully satisfy thought’s own demand for completeness and con- 
sistency. The cognitive interest was jusi this interest in sys- 
tematic completeness and coherence, and proofs were not lack- 
ing that ‘Reality’ must correspond to our ideas, satisfy the de- 
mands of thought, and the like. 

The pragmatic revolt against this idealism was a thoroughly 
salutary one. Thinking, we were told, was to have its test not 
simply in meeting its own demands for consistency, but in meet- 
ing the demands of the situations in which it arose. Ihis refer- 
ence to ‘actual situations,’ which the Studies in Logical Theory 
brought to the center of philosophical discussion, was intended 
to correct the arbitrariness and isolation of a ‘thought’ ‘absolute 
and self-inclosed’ and to place the tests of thinking in its 
capacity to serve other ends than its own. That ‘cognition,’ in 
the sense in which the idealists had- understood it, is ‘mediate’ 
essentially and finds its justification in its relation to specific 
situations, is surely true. But that what justifies cognition is its 
relation to the objects, or factSj or events or whatever else, by 
its means, we can find out about was not, for Dewey, a live alter- 
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native. He was still too much of an idealist to refer directly from 
thought to its object. The reference was instead to immediate 
experience, to ‘practice’ and, in general, to the satisfaction of 
other interests than knowing. The result was that, in denying 
the right of ‘thought’ to lay down its own laws as to what ‘re- 
ality’ must be and insisting on its essential responsibility to some- 
thing beyond mere thinking, he was impelled to maintain the 
essential dependence of ‘cognition’ for its validity on its capacity 
to satisfy ‘non-cognitive’ demands. Such is the primary basis of 
‘instrumentalism.’ 

A position arrived at as a modification of idealism proved 
further useful in eliminating all reference to ‘antecedent,’ ‘trans- 
empirical,’ and otherwise undesirable objects on which the real- 
ists were by this time insisting. In the reflective situation as 
Dewey defines it no such reference occurs, for the only object 
an idea can be about is that empirically attainable future to which 
it serves as a guide. As a means of avoiding questions which, 
given this definition of knowledge, it would be difficult to an- 
swer, it is a model of its kind. But that kind is precisely the kind 
called by Mr. Dewey ‘epistemology,’ the kind that stipulates on 
grounds (mainly psychological in modern philosophy) what 
knowing is to be, and acknowledges only those operations 
which can be fitted into its pattern: the preliminary operation 
in which data are manipulated for use as evidence and the con- 
sequent operation in which the results of knowledge arc used 
for the benefit of man’s estate, but not the central and primary 
operation which is the finding out, on the basis of evidence, of 
those reliably ascertainable conclusions which can be used in a 
subsequent practical reconstruction because, on their own ac- 
count, they constitute knowledge of 1 he ‘situation’ to which they 
refer. 

We have now to assess the consequences of this view for an 
understanding of ‘knowledge,’ and an adequate theory of its 
nature. These will have to be judged on two levels. So far as 
the epistemological controversy is concerned, the theory is a 
formidable one. Once inside the ‘reflective situation’ as Dewey 
describes it, there is no escape from his conclusions, and there 
are persuasive considerations that recommend such an analysis 
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as opposed to those of its rivals. It is ‘empirical,’ ‘practical,’ even 
‘operational’ and these are all terms of praise in the market- 
place of current discussion. The view can be ‘refuted,’ of course, 
as it has been many times, but the refutations proceed from as- 
sumptions about knowledge which have their own difficulties 
and whose results are in many respects out of harmony with 
facts to which Mr. Dewey and his followers can legitimately 
refer for support. 

When the test is made, however, by reference to the measure 
in which the theory enables us to understand better and test 
more justly the knowledge-claims that are made in the course 
of non-epistemological inquiries, the result is a less favorable 
one. This does not mean that Mr. Dewey has not made valuable 
contributions to the subject. No one, certainly, has been at 
more pains to draw from the procedures of experimental sci- 
ence material illustrative of the thesis he is defending, or to 
insist that the test of any such theory must be found in its appli- 
cation to the actual subject. This interest in application, and in 
experimental procedures gives Mr. Dewey’s hogic a solid con- 
tent which more orthodox treatises on the subject rarely pos- 
sess. He has shown us the environment, physical, biological, and 
social, in which such inquiry has to operate, and thus provided 
useful and philosophically relevant information about it. There 
are very few epistemological theories in the current crop of 
which as much can be said. 

The difficulties that persist in any consistent attempt to apply 
his theory in contextual analysis or criticism of knowledge, how- 
ever, are two. The first is an inescapable vagueness, a tendency 
to see all around the specific object, but never to focus clearly 
on the object itself. The suggestion that this is the effect of Mr. 
Dewey’s manner of expressing himself is quite misguided. On 
the contrary, he has said just what, in terms of his epistemology, 
he ought to say, with great skill. The point rather is that his 
theory focuses attention exclusively on the antecedents and con- 
sequences of knowing. Hence when we try to fix our gaze on the 
object, logical, scientific, or qualitative, as itself an object of 
knowledge, what at a distance seemed substantial enough be- 
comes diffused and spreads out over its immediate neighbor- 
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hood. And when we insist on locating it more exactly, we are 
met by statements not about it at all, or our means of finding 
out about it, but rather about the inaccessibility of an ‘antecedent’ 
or archetypal reality, the futility of ‘self-enclosed’ thought, and 
the value of thinking as a means of enriching the life of men. It 
then becomes apparent that the theory is afflicted with epis- 
temological strabismus, that one eye has been fixed all the time 
on the defects of opposing theories, and that the specific nature 
of cognitive inquiry has, in consequence, been blurred. 

The second difficulty in application arises not in understand- 
ing the various knowledge-claims made but in estimating their 
validity. Since all thinking is ‘practical,’ according to Dewey, 
and all is justified by the reconstitution of experience it is in- 
strumental in achieving, we should expect to judge of the 
‘worth’ of thinking by its results. But here it is important to 
distinguish between the goodness of knowing for its own pri- 
mary objective as knowing and its goodness as a means to 
other ends. It is, again, of the essence of Dewey’s theory that 
it prevents us from making this distinction in any clear way. 
Intellectual inquiry is practical in that it involves making 
choices, manipulating materials, testing hypotheses, and so far 
as the inquiry is successful, changing the situation in which the 
investigator is doubtful into one in which his mind is at rest 
on the point at issue. Hence “the conduct of scientific inquiry, 
whether physical or mathematical, is a mode of fractice; the 
working scientist is a practitioner above all else, and is con- 
stantly engaged in making practical judgments: decisions as 
to what to do and what means to employ in doing it.”’* 

Yet it is quite evident that the outcome of all this ‘practice’ 
may be a well grounded theory which is not ‘practical’ in the 
sense that it has the least use in or relevance for any further 
ends, and, in particular, for those that are socially significant or 
regarded by wise and good men as of primary importance. 
Whether all knowledge that a man with a social conscience 
ought to permit himself to pursue must be in this further sense 
‘practical’ is a genuine moral question, but it is not the same 
at all as the question whether the ‘practice’ involved in his in- 

” Logic^ 161 . 
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quiry itself has justified, i.e., verified or given grounds for be- 
lieving in the truth of, the hypothesis with which he was working. 
There is, then, a practice intrinsic to knowledge-getting, and a 
‘practice’ to which it may or may not be relevant, and which is of 
much moment for its moral or social worth but need be of none 
at all — ^unless the hjq)othesis happened to be about social uses 
and worth — ^in testing its truth. 

This distinction is, in our own time, of some importance. For 
earnest men in a hurry are likely to be impatient of inquiries 
whose relevance to their own socially reconstructive aims is not 
apparent. If they are encouraged to confuse the practical value 
of such inquiries for the ends which they take to be of primary 
importance, with their cognitive validity, they will inevitably 
judge them unfairly and make utility for the furtherance of 
their preferred interests the final measure of what is actually 
true about the world. 

That Mr. Dewey himself intends to subordinate scientific 
method to more immediate social interests is not even plausible 
enough as a suggestion to make its denial important. No one in 
this gfcneration has done more than he to celebrate the value of 
scientific thinking or to discredit attempts to subordinate the 
pursuit of truth by its means to ulterior interests. But that is 
precisely because he believes that scientific method is ‘practical’ 
in the social and moral sense as well. When he comes to deal 
with intellectual inquiries of whose relevance to the interests 
he regards as important he is less convinced, his position is a more 
dubious one. In a recent contribution to the International En- 
cyclopedia of Unified Science, he has drawn a sharp line between 
those types of inquiry that manifest a scientific attitude and are 
therefore, in his view, to be approved, and those that do not. 
And one of the bases for distinguishing a scientific from an un- 
scientific attitude is stated as follows: 

Above all, it [the scientific attitude] is the attitude which is rooted in 
the problems that are set and questions that are raised by the conditions 
of actuality. The unscientific attitude is that which shbns such problems, 
which runs away from them, or covers them up instead of facing them. 
And experience shows that this evasion is the counterpart of concern with 
artificial problems and alleged ready-made solutions. For all problems 
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arc artificial which do not grow, even if indirectly, out of the conditions 
under which life, including associated living, is carried on.'® 

Now, even artificial problems have presumably grown some- 
how, since some people are concerned with them, and if the con- 
ditions of living are not accountable for them, this must be be- 
cause ‘living’ is here used in a eulogistic sense, to refer to such 
conditions as Mr. Dewey thinks are important. Either all prob- 
lems whatever arise in conditions of life and actuality since they 
do actually arise in the life history of human beings, or else 
‘life’ and ‘actuality’ stand for the conditions in which important 
problems arise, or those we ought to take account of. And when 
we recall that it was the cognitive goodness of scientific method 
that was in question here, as opposed e.g. to that of the sort of 
metaphysics and compensatory religious belief of which Mr. 
Dewey disapproves, we can see how fatally easy it is to make 
relevance to conditions felt to be important a primary criterion 
of the goodness of knowledge as knowledge. 

With Mr. Dewey’s valuations on this subject I have no quar- 
rel. But with his tendency to make such valuation the test of 
what is valid as knowledge, I have. The essential fact is that 
where the distinction between the value of an idea as a means 
for discovering the truth has been confused with its value as a 
means for subserving interests felt on other grounds to be im- 
portant, there is simply no basis left for an independent esti- 
mate of truth as such. Mr. Dewey’s theory, however liberal its 
intentions, does involve this confusion and does therefore in 
practice leave all claims to knowledge at the mercy of ulterior 
preconceptions about what is ‘actual,’ ‘living,’ or ‘socially sig- 
nificant.’ The theory would be sounder and more useful with 
this epistemological confusion eliminated. 

II 

The term ‘metaphysics,’ like ‘epistemology,’ has often in re- 
cent years been used in a derogatory sense. But on this point 
Dewey does not as a rule adopt the current fashion. In Expert- 

^International Encyclofed'ta of Unified Science, Vol. I, No. I, 31, 
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ence and Nature, he takes metaphysics as “a statement of the 
generic traits manifested by existences of all kinds without re- 
gard to their differentiation into physical and mental,”" and 
maintains that an adequate metaphysic can supply a ground- 
map of the province of criticism. To note, for example, that 
contingency is a pervasive trait of natural events, and to bring 
this fact into connection with concrete situations of life, is to 
provide a metaphysical basis for value judgments. And, in 
general, 

the more sure one is that the world which encompasses human life is of 
such and such a character (no matter what his definition), the more one 
is committed to try to direct the conduct of life, that of others as well 
as of himself, upon the basis of the character assigned to the world." 

The understanding of man with his wants and hopes and limited 
capacities as a factor in the natural world out of which the hu- 
man organism has developed and with which, in even its loftiest 
flights, the human spirit remains essentially continuous, is then 
the primary task for this metaphysics, and one which, as Mr. 
Dewey rightly observed, would provide a sound basis for that 
criticism of values and meanings with which philosophy in his 
view is primarily concerned. 

In one sense this is a very modest project. “This is the ex- 
tent and method of my metaphysics: the large and constant 
features of human sufferings, enjoyments, trials, failures and 
successes together with the institutions of art, science, technol- 
ogy? politics and religion which mark them, communicate genu- 
ine features of the world within which man lives.”" No more 
‘transcendent’ reality than the world of natural events is re- 
ferred to, and the situation of human experience within nature 
provides the limited but reliable basis on which this ‘empirical 
naturalism’ is to be built. 

In another sense, however, the task that Mr. Dewey has set 
himself is more arduous than that of traditional metaphysics. 
For he proposes to use an empirical method throughout, and this 
has by no means usually been the procedure in these matters. 

** Experience and Nature^ 412 . 

"Ibid., 413-4. 

"Journal of Philosofhy, Vol. XXIV, 59. 
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In concrete experience 

things present themselves in characteristic contexts, with different savors, 
colors, weights, tempos and directions. Experience as method warns us 
to give impartial attention to all of these diversifications. Non-empirical 
method sets out with the assumption that some one of these groupings 
of things is privileged, that it is supreme of its own right, that it fur- 
nishes a standard by which to measure the significance and real quality 
of everything else.^* 

This seems to me a remarkably sound and important point. 
The word ‘empirical’ is perhaps not happy in this connection, 
but there is no need to argue over terminology. The fact, which 
badly needed emphasis, and which in the passage quoted ad- 
mirably receives it, is that we do come at things in a variety of 
contexts and that while each of these reveals the ‘real’ nature 
of things as thus discovered, there is no good reason to believe 
that any one among them provides a unique approach to ‘re- 
ality’ as such, or a preferentially ultimate basis for metaphysics. 
The attempt to discover a reality thus ultimate and inclusive, 
to which all that in any fashion we find out about the world 
must be referred if we are to understand its kind and degree 
of ‘reality,’ whether this be ‘matter’ or ‘mind,’ God or Nature, 
the Absolute or the inevitable dialectical development of his- 
tory, has not proved, on the whole, an enlightening one. The 
‘reality’ discovered is always at best an aspect of the world for 
which it is supposed to provide the final explanation, and to 
attempt to unify all experience by reference to or derivation 
from this metaphysical ultimate will finally confuse our notion 
of the world and leave us vainly trying to connect this ‘reality’ 
with what, on other and more substantial grounds we know to 
be the case. It is no wonder that ‘metaphysics,’ thus understood, 
has fallen into disrepute. Mr. Dewey’s attempt to provide a 
basis for philosophical criticism by reference to the pervasive 
features of existence which are found alike in human experience 
and striving and in the world of events with which that striving 
is inevitably bound up, and to do this without recourse to meta- 
physical simplification of the sort he condemns as ‘non-empiri- 
cal,’ is an uncommonly hopeful and promising one. 

Exferience and Nature^ 15 . 
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The title of his principal work on metaphysics, Experience 
and Nature, indicates the point of departure for his theory. Its 
center is the human situation, as this is disclosed in the whole 
course of our experience of or commerce with the world. The 
essential fact is that “this human situation falls wholly within 
nature. It reflects the trauts of nature, it gives indisputable evi- 
dence that in nature itself qualities and relations, individualities 
and uniformities, finalities and efficacies, contingencies and 
necessities are inextricably bound together.”*® Experience is con- 
tinuous with the rest of nature in that it is both a consequence of 
purely natural (physical, biological and social) interactions and 
also a fair sample of what natural events really are. The per- 
vasive traits of human experience are traits of nature itself and 
can be used in metaphysics as a guide to its character. “Man 
fears because he exists in a fearful, an awful world. The world 
is precarious and perilous.”** And so, as Dewey has so frequently 
insisted, the indeterminate situation which elicits thought and 
requires reflection for its adequate resolution is as objective as 
any other natural situation. A change in it is brought about in 
a satisfactory and reliable way only when we have altered fac- 
tors in the environment, not merely our feelings or beliefs about 
it. Thought in its dealing with the doubtful or precarious is it- 
self a development within the natural world, and the changes it 
initiates are as ‘real’ as a thunderstorm or an earthquake and 
as genuinely, though not as a rule as catastrophically, effective 
in altering the world of nature. 

In academic discussion, this view has sometimes been de- 
scribed as ‘objective relativism,’ in order to stress the fact 
that the experienced world is at once in some of its major fea- 
tures dependent on and conditioned by the special relations in 
which sentient (and more particularly human) organisms stand 
to their environment and also a direct presentation of that en- 
vironment itself, or the order of natural events, as it is under 
such conditions. Nature is not something essentially beyond the 
range of perceptual inspection, having its exclusive being in 
characters independent of all relation to human responses to 
it. Far more in the natural world than we can ever experience 

^ Ibid,, 4 . 21 . 

4 ». 
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there certainly is and must be. But unless what we experience 
also belongs to and is, under the special but entirely natural 
conditions of organic interaction, a sample of the nature to which 
we claim to refer, then our relation to this ulterior nature be- 
comes problematic, and the conditions of interaction which are 
in fact our means of getting in touch with it are treated as bar- 
riers to knowledge of what it is. It is evident, I think, that if 
metaphysics is to unify our knowledge by stressing the connec- 
tions between what we experience the world as being and what, 
more indirectly, we find out about its nature and behavior un- 
der conditions in which we cannot ourselves observe it, some 
such principle is essential. The alternative appears to be, as in 
fact it has proved to be, an essentially unplausible attempt to 
predicate of the natural world, as it exists independently of any 
sentient organism’s response to it, the characters which it takes 
on, so far as we know, only under these special conditions, or, 
failing this, to insist that the world as experienced and in its 
empirically discoverable connections is not the ‘real’ world at 
all, but only an inadequate subjective counterpart of it. From 
that point on, the relation between experience and nature will 
be whatever the metaphysician chooses to take it to bej for his 
only real ground for supposing that there is a connection will be 
some remnant of those empirically discoverable interactions 
which his theory actually has rendered dubious but which for 
epistemological reasons or as a result of ‘animal faith’ he insists 
on retaining. In asking philosophers to turn their attention rather 
to that relation between experience and nature which consists 
in the fact that what we experience is the outcome of natural 
and scientifically describable processes and that it is itself an 
instance and, within its contextual limits, a fair sample, of what 
nature is and thus a sound basis for a further exploration of it, 
Dewey has served his subject well and has brought the whole 
discussion back to a point from which a comprehensive estimate 
of man’s place in nature might profitably proceed. 

The ‘naturalism’ of such a theory is founded partly on fact, 
in so far as it stresses the dependence of the ‘higher’ or more 
spiritual aspects of human behfavior on the physical, biological 
and social environment in which they are manifested, and partly 
on a decision that the whole of experience is to be interpreted 
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as falling within the situation which this environment deter- 
mines. No conclusive proof for such a comprehensive naturalism 
is possible, since demonstrations of the traditional type that 
‘nature,’ whether identified with matter, or space-time, or the 
evolutionary process, is all that can be real, have been ruled out 
by the method of this empirical metaphysics. It does, however, 
provide a standpoint for the organization of experience as a 
whole in which everything on other grounds reliably verifiable 
finds a credible place, and in which ‘value’ and ‘meanings’ are 
freed from dubious speculative and supernatural entanglements 
without being robbed of any of their human validity in the 
process. As such many reasonable men will prefer it to any 
speculative alternative and will find it justified to the extent 
in which it gives order, proportion, and a basic and essential 
sanity to their total view of things. While it cannot be said 
that Mr. Dewey has worked out a fully satisfactory theory along 
these lines, he has made very notable contributions to it. 

There is, nevertheless, a skeleton in the closet of this ad- 
mirably planned metaphysics, which has seriously compromised 
its good repute and thus given aid and comfort to its specula- 
tive rivals. It consists in an unhappy discrepancy between ex- 
perience as it ought to be if its place in the natural world is to 
be made intelligible, and experience as it must be if Dewey’s 
epistemology is correct. In the former capacity, “experience” 
is the essential link between man and a world which long ante- 
dates his appearance in it. In the latter, “experience” is the 
terminus of all knowing, in the sense that all our cognitive 
claims refer ultimately to what experience will show itself to 
be in a ‘resolved’ situation and to nothing else. If this latter ac- 
count is true, all statements about a natural environment out- 
side of these immediate experiences become on analysis simply 
means of facilitating cognitive transitions to such enjoyed im- 
mediacies and the world which should have provided the back- 
ground for our experience, and the measure of its metaphysical 
significance, “collapses into immediacy,” and Mr. Dewey’s natu- 
ralism reduces, as Mr. Santayana has said, to a “philosophy of 
the foreground.”®* 

" See Santayana’s review of Exferience and Nature in the Journal of Philotopky, 
Vol. XXII, 6*0 ff., and Dewey's reply in Vol. XXIV, 57 ff. 
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The difficulty does not arise from Mr. Dewey’s laudable 
attempt to treat experience as continuous with the rest of nature. 
It is the result of a misinterpretation of the way in which ex- 
perience functions in knowing, and its consequence is that the 
reference to 'experience’ cuts us o£F from, instead of connecting 
us with, the circumambient enrironment, in which experience 
must be placed if it is to retain its status as a natural event. 

The precise nature of this difficulty can be specified by refer- 
ence to the relation described in Experience and Nature^ of 
scientific objects to qualitied events as these are immediately 
experienced. The latter are held to be ‘ends’ both for knowledge 
and in nature, the former are relational and ‘instrumental,’ the 
conceptual means we use for establishing connections between 
qualitied events. These qualitied events are taken as the type 
of what a natural event, in its concrete individuality, is, and it 
follows from this that the objects with which the physical sci- 
ences deal, representing the statistical outcome of complex proc- 
esses of measurement and comparison, are not “individual 
existential objects” in this primary sense at all. “The procedure 
of physics itself, not any metaphysical or epistemological theory, 
discloses that physical objects cannot be individual, existential 
objects. In consequence, it is absurd to put them in opposition 
to the qualitatively individual objects of concrete experience.”®* 
The diflFerence between the “world of physics” and the “world 
of sense” is to be explained as that between objects of thought, 
when thought is essentially instrumental to the satisfactory re- 
construction of experienced and “qualitied” situations, and ob- 
jects of immediate enjoyment — ^the ends or termini of thinking, 
in their directly apprehended being. 

Thus “the proper objects of science are nature in its instru- 
mental characters”®* and hence science “is not a final thing. The 
final thing is appreciation and use of things of direct experi- 
ence.”** 

This seems to me to violate the primary principle of Dewey’s 
‘empirical method’ as previously laid down. The objects about 
which the physical sciences provide abstract and schematic but 

^ Tht Quest for Certainty, 241. 

Experience and Nature, 137, 

" The Quest for Certainty, 221-2. 



EPISTEMOLOGY AND METAPHYSICS 


223 

nonetheless reliable information are not in their own nature 
^instrumental* at all. Our knowledge of them is instrumental 
in so far as we can use it to make life in other respects more 
satisfactory and in this instrumental use science is, of course, 
not a final thing. But to suppose that the whole meaning of 
what science tells us about the physical environment is reducible 
to this instrumental function is to treat one context in which 
things come to us as ultimate for metaphysics, and this is an 
irreparable mistake. 

For we actually need scientific information not merely in this 
instrumental capacity, but as information about the causes and 
conditions of human experience, if our naturalism is not to 
lapse into a hopelessly anthropocentric view of things. Of course 
the things we directly experience are more ‘concrete’ than the 
objects of science, since they are the only things we can get at 
in terms of sensuous content and emotional associations and 
practical uses. They owe this special status, however, precisely 
to the fact that we stand in special relations to them. Whatever 
the ‘individuality’ of an object beyond the range of direct ex- 
perience may be it will always for us remain abstract and rela- 
tional, since all we can know about it is what can be inferred 
from its relations to other things. To take ‘concreteness’ in this 
sense as the measure of individual reality, and abstractness as 
evidence of a merely ‘relational’ or instrumental character in 
nature is to make the special conditions under which a sentient 
organism gets into connection with things the measure of their 
reality. It is the basis for every sort of panpsychism and ani- 
mism, but hardly for an empirical naturalism. 

Since Mr. Dewey has no leanings toward animism or other 
such attempts to reduce the world to the human scale, it is in 
a diflFerent direction that we must look if this unhappy situation 
is to be explained. We have not far to look. If conceptual know- 
ing as it functions in physics is a way of finding out by such 
means as we can what the physical environment is, then ex- 
perience is not its exclusive object. Objects that cannot be come 
at directly must of course be known about through such report 
as other things give of their nature. Experience in such investi- 
gation is not the terminus of knowing but a means to know- 
ing about something else. And it is what is thus indirectly known 
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that gives ‘experience’ the meaning that Dewey wants to place 
on it as a natural event. It would be quite illegitimate to sup- 
pose that the reference to such objects renders what we experi- 
ence ‘unreal,’ or ‘bifurcates’ nature. Neither scientific investiga- 
tion nor empirical observation and enjoyment can be the meas- 
ure of any other reality than that of its own appropriate object. 
But it is essential to acknowledge that we know both what the 
world is like under the conditions of observation and enjoyment 
and also what, in a much more general and approximate way, 
the unexperienced environment is by which experience is con- 
ditioned. If we could not know this there would be no sense in 
calling this environment ‘nature’ and regarding experience as 
our means of finding out about it. On any contextual analysis of 
knowing this is a feasible and straightforward interpretation. 

If, however, the meaning of conceptual inquiry is defined 
simply as its capacity to refer to and satisfactorily initiate future 
experiences, experience loses this ‘vehicular’ significance alto- 
gether and the limits of what we can enjoy or immediately 
‘have’ become the limits of the world to which we can signifi- 
cantly refer. And since these limits are relatively narrow ones, 
we are left with a reality far too limited for what, outside meta- 
physics and epistemology, we find the world to be. Mr. Dewey 
himself warned us of where such a non-contextual metaphysics 
would lead and the result is an impressive verification of his 
warning. 

The attempt to establish this has necessitated a somewhat un- 
grateful emphasis on the defects of a theory which, as compared 
with its rivals, has very much to recommend it and which stands 
today as the most significant contribution America has made to 
philosophic enlightenment. It would have been possible, of 
course, to stress this aspect of the matter more, and to write an 
essay, as many have been and will be written, in praise of this 
philosophy. But this outcome, though more laudatory, would 
have been less appropriate, I think, to the actual merits of its 
subject. For Mr. Dewey did not compose a philosophy to be 
appreciated, along with other speculative and literary monu- 
ments, as an impressive specimen of man’s answer to the riddle 
of existence. He developed rather a method for clarifying ideas 
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and testing theories in such fashion that men, less interested in 
even ultimate riddles than in knowing what their statements 
mean and what, in relation to their own more inclusive pur- 
poses, their various activities are worth, could see more clearly 
and judge more sanely in these matters. In this he has placed us 
all greatly in his debt. This is a continuing work, and one in 
which there is still very much to do. We need to know how 
best to do it, and to decide, more definitely than was possible 
when Dewey’s own work began, what elements in the theory 
presented are reliable for the purpose in hand. It is because I 
believe this work is profoundly worth continuing that I have 
tried here to suggest the line along which work can now most 
profitably proceed. 

The conclusion “warrantably assertible” as the outcome of 
the preceding analysis is, I believe, the following: Mr. Dewey’s 
epistemology is not, either in its method or results, in harmony 
with the philosophical procedures he has recommended or the 
empirical metaphysics he proposes to develop. The procedure 
would be more directly applicable in non-epistemological con- 
texts and far less open to misconstruction, the metaphysics freed 
from a serious and quite gratuitous difficulty, if this epistemol- 
ogy were abandoned. In so far as Mr. Dewey’s philosophy is 
one of the rival ‘positions,’ developed in the last generation as 
competing accounts of the ‘true’ object of knowledge and the 
‘final’ meaning of truth, this conclusion amounts to the claim 
that that position is in a fundamental respect untenable. In so 
far, however, as this philosophy has been, more than any other 
of the period, a project for the use of philosophic analysis and 
criticism for the clarification of basic ideas and the coordination 
of the various aspects of the world as experienced and known, 
the conclusion offered amounts to a suggestion for its wider and 
more consistent application. It is the enduring worth of Mr. 
Dewey’s philosophy in this latter aspect that lends whatever 
significance it may have to this discussion. 

Arthur E. Murphy 
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KNOWLEDGE AND ACTION IN 
DEWEY’S PHILOSOPHY^ 

T he work of John Dewey inspires respect and admiration 
not only on account of its extent and its richness, but on 
account of its sincerity, its integrity and the vigorous resolute- 
ness with which even a leading idea is analysed and considered 
under all its aspects, is examined thoroughly and applied to every 
field of philosophy. Less brilliant perhaps than that of James, 
it has more coherence and unity j it advances further the at- 
tempt to attain consistency and to test its specific principles. In 
it, undoubtedly, we find the most complete expression of that 
great movement of ideas which pragmatism has been and which, 
although it seems it has already completed its development, has 
nevertheless left so many traces even in those recent modes of 
thought where one does not dream of notidng them any more: 
pragmatism, which constitutes one of America’s most original 
contributions to universal philosophy. 

Although, aside from his pedagogical writings, few of his 
works have been translated, John Dewey’s philosophy is well 
known in France and greatly appreciated. He himself has given 
us straightforward summaries of it, both in the article entitled 
“Developpement du pragmatisme americain,”* which he wrote 
for the special number devoted to American thought of the 
Revue de Metafhysique et de Morale (in 1922), and in the 
paper which he read before the Societe jrangaise de Philoso-phie 
on ; under the title “Trois facteurs inde- 

pendents en mati^re de morale.” One may find penetrating ac- 
counts of the whole of his philosophy in the two great works, 
Les fhilosofhes fluralistes d*Angleterre et d*Atnerique (1920), 

’ Translated from the French by Walter Gieseke. 

' Published in English under the title Philosofhy and CivUieation. 
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by M. Jean Wahl, and Le Pragmatisme americain et anglais 
(1923), by M. Emmanuel Leroux, and furthermore in such 
a study as that which M. Duprat has devoted to the most im- 
p6rtant works among Dewey’s later books, in the Revue de 
Metaphysique et de Morale (Nos. October 1930 and Janu- 
ary 1931), entitled “Rapports de la Connaissance et de I’Action 
d’aprM John Dewey.” 

In the present study we would like to attempt — ^by referring 
especially to three main works, the Essays in Experimental 
Logic (1916), Reconstruction in Philosophy (1920), and Hu- 
man Nature and Conduct (1922) — to set forth what seems to 
us the central doctrine of his entire philosophy, both in its 
speculative and in its moral aspect, and to state clearly the dif- 
ficulties which it seems to us to present. 

I 

One may, we believe, consider Dewey’s philosophy as the 
most successful attempt to remould the traditional Anglo-Saxon 
empiricism, by freeing it from the intellectualistic and especially 
the static prejudices which in his eyes vitiated it, almost to the 
same degree as the contrary doctrines, a-priorism, rationalism, 
idealism. He wanted to see in intelligence, though asserting 
its primacy in human endeavour, only the instrument of action, 
the sole eflPective means of universal reconstruction in a civiliza- 
tion which he, in spite of all denials of today, considers as essen- 
tially human, natural and democratic and which must — at its 
own risk — pursue its indefinitely progressive destiny through 
the unknown and the adventurous. Whereas in James remain 
some obscure elements, linked with his conception of the will 
to believe, Dewey has essayed with a radical and forceful candor 
to recover all the advantages of a practical idealism in a broad- 
ened positivism which is exclusively concerned with experience. 
His central purpose then seems to be to re-integrate human 
knowledge and activity into the general framework of universal 
evolution, without, at the same time, taking from man what 
distinguishes and exalts him among living creatures. 

The great error of philosophy since classical antiquity has 
been, according to John Dewey, to put the static and the change- 
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less above the moving and the changing} to conceive knowledge 
as an ensemble of absolute truths and certainties, morality as 
obedience to principles or to ends also absolute; and to strive 
to construct reality in all its aspects out of fixed and ready-made 
elements. Hegel in philosophy, Darwin and the evolutionists 
in the natural sciences have finally made the opposite idea 
triumph. Henceforth reality is conceived as an unending process 
of ever new events, all of them in continuity with each other; 
and knowing is only a peculiar type of such events among 
others, events that have their specific conditioning in those that 
precede them and which in turn react upon those that follow: 
“Thinking is ... a specific event in the movement of experienced 
things, having its own specific occasion or demand and its own 
specific place.”’ “Knowing is something that happens to things 
in the natural course of their career . . .” Thus from the begin- 
ning the existing conflict between idealism and realism finds 
itself resolved: it is a strange illusion to want to take con- 
sciousness as a point of departure and then to ask oneself 
whether anything exists outside of it: whereas actually con- 
sciousness cannot be conceived without it being the consciousness 
of something; it presupposes countless data anterior to it, just 
as it is an activity which has consequences in the future. Every 
conception of knowledge, idealism included, implies an existing 
world, outside of it; every change, of form or color for example, 
cannot be defined except “in respect to a temporal continuum 
of things anteceding and succeeding.” Psychology therefore is 
not a science of states of consciousness, but of ways of acting, 
of continuous readjustments of our habits and our impulses to 
circumstances always new. Knowing is nothing but a series of 
organizing acts. 

Indeed, when our activity is carried on with ease and with- 
out encountering an obstacle, when, thanks to habit and to 
previous acquisitions, it finds itself in harmony with the environ- 
ment in which it manifests itself, there is properly speaking 
neither consciousness nor knowledge; “there are just things.”* 
“When we already have wh^t we want, namely existence, 

'Essays tv Experimental Logic y 127 . 

* Ihid.y 229 . 
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reality, why should we take up the wholly supernumerary task 
of forming more or less imperfect ideas of those facts?”® But 
let a difficulty arise, let a situation occur the different factors of 
which are more or less incompatible with each other, then the 
situation itself tends to remould and to reorganize its elements, 
and thinking intervenes. “The thought-situation is only a con- 
stant movement toward a defined equilibrium.”* It is thus an 
ensemble of means to give or to restore to experience its unity, 
its coherence, and thereby its efficacy. Its role is instrumental 
and functional; it brings about “the transition from a relatively 
conflicting experience to a relatively integrated one.’” It is valid 
in so far as it succeeds; that is, of course, as it succeeds in the 
function of thought, giving to the thinking activity its coherence 
and practical bearing. 

Such a conception involves a corollary the paradoxical na- 
ture of which does not halt Dewey. Sensations and perceptions 
are not in themselves knowledge, no more than a shower or 
an attack of fever, but mere natural phenomena, arising in cer- 
tain physical conditions (external stimulation, transmission by 
the nerves, etc.). The average man, in his common sense, does 
not consider the noises he hears, the colors he sees, “as mental 
existences . . . neither ... as things known: that they are just 
things is good enough for him.”* Perceptions taken as a kind 
of knowledge: that would be the door open to idealism. “But, — 
crede exferto — ^let them (the realists) try the experiment of 
conceiving perceptions as pure natural events, not as cases of 
awareness or apprehension, and they will be surprised to see 
how little they miss — save the burden of carrying traditionary 
problems.”* 

But if the perceptions can be regarded as existing facts, with 
certain qualities and in certain spatial and temporal relation- 
ships, there is knowledge only when another relationship is 
added: that of a present thing to an absent thing which it signi- 
fies or which it announces: “When there is knowledge, another 

* Ibid. ^ 232 . 

Ubid.^ 123 . 

^ Ibid. y 170 . 

^ Ibid.y 297 . 

^ Ibid.y 262 . 
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relation is added, that of one thing meaning or signifying an- 
other.”*® All knowledge has thus a symbolic character, it pre- 
pares for or constitutes an inference. Perceptual events become 
cases of knowledge when habit — a natural function, and not a 
psychical or epistemological one — associates them with others 
as their signs. The body of the propositions of the natural sci- 
ences rests thus upon perceptions, but only by considering them 
as indications or signs of each other; and this is what finally 
obscures their real nature, “that of being simply natural events.” 

Knowledge, according to such a conception, is then essentially 
a signification, a “meaning,” and the word will have different 
shades of meaning according to whether objects, ideas or truths 
are concerned.^* If an object is concerned, the “meaning” will be 
the totality of the practical responses which it elicits from us: 
an armchair is the totality of usages and habits that it suggests 
to us. If an idea is concerned, the “meaning” designates a plan 
of action, a series of changes to bring about in the existing 
things. If truth is concerned, it expresses its value, its import. 
Ideas and truths then are “working hypotheses.” They do not 
depend, as William James seemed to admit, upon any conse- 
quences, favorable or unfavorable, which, taken as ready-made 
structures of thought, they might have: but they serve to clarify 
their very meaning as a programme of behavior (as a modus 
oferandt ) ; they help to criticize, to revise and to determine the 
very sense of their formula. As if someone drank a liquid to 
verify whether or not it were poison and would, by the effect, 
both find out the correctness of his hypothesis and die. Truth is 
not verified by just any kind of satisfaction, but only by that 
satisfaction which is born of the fact that a working hypothesis 
or an experimental method applies to the facts which it con- 
cerns and affords a better ordering of them. No misconception 
concerning the instrumental logic of pragmatism has been more 
persistent than the belief that one would want to make of 
thought merely a means for a practical end, — ^“practical” being 
taken in the sense of certain material utilities, like drinking and 
eating. But what Dewey affirms on the contrary is that the prin- 
ciple of pragmatism lies in that rule of logic which refers each 

"/Wi., 246. 

"Ibid., 301 flF. 
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thought, every reflective consideration “to consequences for 
final meaning and test.”** 

Thus understood, knowledge is wholly oriented towards 
future consequences} it draws its validity only from “its rela- 
tionship with its own product}” it goes essentially from the 
known to the unknown. The implied agreement with the facts is 
in no way conformity with the given, present or past, but a 
better organization of activity in process moving in the direction 
of the future} it is a method, a plan of action} a certain concep- 
tion of what is given in its hypothetical relations to what is not 
yet given, so as to bring it about or to avoid it. Contrary to 
what it was in classical empiricism as well as in classical rational- 
ism, it becomes a dynamic and not a static process. Logic is 
experimental} it tends to push back the frontiers of science, “not 
to mark by signs those that are already attained.” “Inventio” is 
more important in it than “judicium,” discovery more than 
proof. The paradox of the relations of theory to practice is that 
of all the modes of practice, theory is the most practical of all,** 

II 

If all knowing is thus an act, judged by its consequences and 
practical by nature, what then will one call the more specifically 
practical judgments, when one contrasts them with others that 
are not so either in the same degree or else in the same sense? It 
is the moral aspect of the doctrine that we must now try to define 
more precisely. 

In a strict sense all judgments are indeed practical in as much 
as they originate from an incomplete or an uncertain ^situation 
which is to be completed or organized. But there are some judg- 
ments that have — among other less essential differences — ^both 
of the following characteristics: (i) the situation is conceived as 
being capable of completion in several different ways, and (2) 
the proposition itself is a factor necessary to complete or to or- 
ganize it. If I say: “the house is burning,” the judgment con- 
sists in ordering my impressions or my ideas by verifying the 
truth of a fact and does not consist in acting upon the external 

'‘Ibid., 330 . 

441 . 
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events. But if I say: “let it burn,” or: “direct the stream from 
the fire-engine upon it,” I am dealing with practical judgments, 
for firstly, they express two possible ways of reacting to the 
event, and, secondly, they express two ways of reacting on my 
part, each of which presupposes the judgment itself as a con- 
dition. Judgments of this sort may also be called judgments 
of value or of evaluation. But here a distinction must be made. 
We must distinguish, on the one hand, between the experience 
of a good or of an evil, which consists, under the influence of 
instinct or habit and apart from reflective judgment, in hanging 
on to a thing or in separating oneself from it, in acting in such a 
way as to perpetuate its presence or to avoid itj such experience 
is only a way of behaving toward a thing; a sort of organic 
reaction. In the second place, experience of a good or evil may 
consist in an intellectual act of weighing, of evaluating. It is the 
difference between eating something and investigating the food 
properties of the thing eaten. The practical judgment, the evalu- 
ation, takes place only in the case where the individual under- 
goes some perplexity, where he reflects that — ^although it does 
not well please him — the food is wholesome, that he needs to 
rebuild his strength, etc. This means to foresee and to calculate 
the consequences, or to compare the various possible actions. 

To evaluate, then, supposes a relationship of means to an 
end; but the value is not given in advance [to the evaluating 
act], it will not be determined except by the judgment itself. 
As long as I deliberate, the value remains undetermined. The 
lobster will give me, if I eat some, delight now but indigestion 
later; shall I take my act as means to present enjoyment or as a 
(negative) condition of my future health.? “When its status in 
these respects is determined, its value is determined; judgment 
ceases, action goes on.”^^ The position of a value then shows 
itself only if the continuation or the completion of a process is 
questioned: a value exists only where desires oppose each other 
and where the need arises to deliberate in oi'der to choose be- 
tween them. Spontaneous action under the influence of need or 
desire is here left by Dewey to the pure and simple world of 
natural events, as a moment ago was the merely sensory and 

"Ibid., 361 . 
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perceptive activity. But there is nothing in this entire process 
that resembles the imitation of a model or ideal ready-made and 
given in advance: “the standard of valuation is formed in the 
process of practical judgment or valuation.”*® This “standard” 
changes continually with the circumstances. The specific object 
of a judgment of valuation is to release new factors which, being 
new, cannot be measured on the basis of the past alone. To de- 
termine the standard means to appeal to the present situation as 
involving an original re-organization, namely, the unification 
which it lacked. The very incompleteness of each situation is 
specific} even a moral rule acts only as a guiding idea, a working 
hypothesis. 

The same conceptions, the same distrust of the abstract, of the 
theoretical and of all finality may be found, in a slightly differ- 
ent terminology, in the work entitled Human Nature and Con- 
duct. In it John Dewey represents living as an ensemble of 
dispositions to act, as a complex of habits } so much so, that one 
can affirm without being paradoxical that, in the living person, 
it is the acquired which is primitive. It is a fact of primary 
importance that each human being begins his life with complete 
dependence upon others. Morality, therefore, must unreserved- 
ly appear as wholly social. The act must come before thought, 
and habit before the capacity to appeal to thought. But habit is 
not routine or automatism: it is re-adjustment, adaptation of 
antecedent dispositions to new circumstances. Let this re-adjust- 
ment become difficult and painful, then an appeal will be made, 
on the one hand, to individual impulses or tendencies which 
until then are more or less hidden and disciplined, and, on the 
other hand, to reflection or thought} which means that the acts 
to be carried out will be conceived in advance and pursued in 
their possible development. From then on the act will involve 
motives, a relationship of means to ends. — But there is no es- 
sential difference between the end and the means: it is the same 
series of possible acts, imagined either as remote or in their near- 
est elements} or else the end is a series of these acts taken 
collectively, the means being the term designating the same series 
distributively.** 

^Ibid., 374. 

^ Human Nature and Conduct, 34, 36. 
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Let us go further: the object of this anticipation of the conse- 
quences is not to predict the future: it is to give to present activi- 
ties their signification and to organize them, to put an end to 
the conflict that has stirred up the activity. This termination 
marks the final point of deliberation, though not of action} it is 
the “turning point in the course of activity.” To have an end 
or an aim” is a characteristic feature of present activity: it is the 
means by which activity becomes unified and adjusted, when 
otherwise it would be blind and disorderly} or whereby it ac- 
quires a meaning when it would otherwise be wholly mechani- 
cal. A foreseeable end is only a means in the present action} the 
present action is not a means towards a remote end. Are not our 
ends, therefore, of necessity beginnings in their turn? The port 
is just as truly, for a sailor, the beginning of a new kind of 
activity, as it is the end of his present activity} it is only during 
the course of the voyage itself that it has been an end. Life is 
continuity. Peace in the action itself, and not after it, is the 
contribution of the ideal to conduct. To see the goal only in 
the future means to deprive oneself of the surest means of at- 
taining it, namely, being aware of the full use of our present 
resources in the given situation.” Rules, precepts, principles 
are only instruments and working methods. “Instruction in 
what to do next can never come from an infinite goal, which for 
us is bound to be empty. It can be derived only from study of 
the deficiencies, irregularities and possibilities of the actual situ- 
ation.”” 

Then the moral problem can only be a problem of continuous 
fundamental re-adaptation.*“ It does not assume the unity of a 
principle or of an end, but tends only to achieve always a some- 
what greater unity of the present and the real. Morality then 
does not involve any transcendental element, it is a wholly 
human and social matter} not in the sense that it must be so, 
but in the sense that it is in fact. It implies an interaction of the 
person and his environment, no more and no less than walking 
is an interraction of the legs and of the natural surroundings. It 

"Ihid.,iz6. 

^ lhid,y 267 , 

Ibid,, 289 . 

^ Ibid, y 240 . 
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presupposes, finally, freedom} but not some indefinite, vague 
power which is transcendental and hardly intelligible} but 
rather as eflFective power to modify the milieu in which we live} 
thus freedom is not a psychological or metaphysical problem, 
but one which is again practical. “A world that is at points and 
times indeterminate enough to call out deliberation and to give 
play to choice to shape its future is a world in which will is 
free.”*' A certain indetermination in the things themselves and 
in our knowledge is thus a condition favorable for man’s ac- 
tivity} love of certainty and of the absolute would at bottom be 
only a demand for an advance guarantee of the action and to 
keep us from engaging in it. Truth is not acquired except by 
risk and adventure. “Fixed ends upon one side and fixed ‘prin- 
ciples,’ — ^that is authoritative rules, — on the other, are props 
for a feeling of safety, the refuge of the timid, and the means 
by which the bold prey upon the timid.”** 

Ill 

The work of John Dewey is notable in scope and touches all 
the great problems that confront contemporary thought} its 
educational and its social aspects, both of such importance, are 
particularly well known. But nevertheless — ^if we are not mis- 
taken — it is the theory of knowledge and action, the principle 
of which we have tried to point out, which constitutes its inmost 
logic and grounds its unity. It appears quite modern in most of 
its features and approaches in a good many points those con- 
temporary doctrines which, in inspiration and general intent, 
would seem most remote from it. In reaction to Hegelian ideal- 
ism, which fifty years ago was held in great esteem in the 
Anglo-Saxon world, it is a powerful realism. In his thesis that 
perception is not really knowledge and must be taken as in 
itself objective, Dewey is not very far away from the Bergsonian 
conception, which in this respect he appreciates greatly, while 
at the same time protesting against the value given by the 
French philosopher to intuition.** In the restricted sense in. 

” Ibid., 310. 

”IbU., 237. 

” Cf. in Philosofhy and Civilization the study entitled “Perception and Orpanir 
Action.” 
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which he uses the word “knowledge” and in the narrow limits 
within which he confines it, so that on all sides the world of 
existence and experience overflows it, he is not really very far 
from certain attitudes of the recent “phenomenological” or 
“existential” philosophies. 

Yet, on the other hand, his doctrine opposes all prevailing 
conceptions of today by the positive and intellectualistic charac- 
ter which it courageously proclaims, and which makes it, as has 
been said, the heiress of the thought of the eighteenth century 
and of the philosophy of the enlightenment j this is particularly 
true in epistemology and social thought. It is in scientific knowl- 
edge alone that Dewey sees the privilege of humanity; upon it 
alone he makes its progress depend. He scorns metaphysics 
altogether and is inclined to see in several of its classical projj- 
lems only illusions and verbal difficulties. Though continuing it, 
he also renews and deepens the great tradition of empiricism 
and positivism. 

Nevertheless, however honest and clear the position which 
he thus takes may be, is it tenable? Have the problems of being 
and of knowing and of their relationships really been made to 
disappear? 

First of all it must be said that science, as Dewey defines it, 
is almost exclusively physical and natural science; it is hardly 
mathematical science. He conceives nature not as a totality of 
intelligible and necessary relationships, but as a succession of 
more or less continuous and coherent phenomena; without ex- 
cluding an element of contingency from it; thus he leaves it 
open for human initiative and invention. But he hardly tries to 
specify or to give an account of the role of contingency on the 
one hand, and of regularity and necessity on the other. The 
idea of explication and intelligibility is not in the foreground in 
this philosophy; it is to some extent sacrificed to that of scien- 
tific probability and practical efficiency. We find ourselves, in- 
deed, in the presence of a positivistic theory. 

It is Dewey’s original contribution to have attempted to 
integrate everything into the precise framework of natural phe- 
nomena thus understood, and ter intend to make every distinc- 
tion of the subjective and the objective, of the psychical and the 
physical disappear for the sake of a totalitarianism of experi- 
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ence. He takes perceptions to be natural events which follow 
the physical and physiological modifications of which the scene 
of action is the organism and which are a part of the same un- 
folding of phenomena 3 which then determine a better coordina- 
tion and adaptation of our ideas and which culminate finally in 
oriented and efficacious actions. He likewise describes delibera- 
tion and decision as a series of acts which, without any gap of 
continuity, interpose themselves between the momentarily con- 
flicting habits or impulses and the fitting practical adjustments. 
But is the continuity of this process — ^in which one seems to end 
by putting physical phenomena and conscious phenomena on the 
same level — ^truly intelligible? For it is from the outside that 
we experience both the vibrations which constitute for the 
physicist say, the color red, and the modifications of the nerves 
which transmit them the impressions) to the brain; and 
we would, if we could follow its course farther, undoubtedly 
find in the brain itself a new series of phenomena of a mechani- 
cal or chemical nature, which on their part determine centrifugal 
nerve currents and bring finally our muscles and our limbs into 
play; but nowhere, certainly, should we meet, from this point 
of view, the color red as something felt, as the sensation or the 
perception properly so called. It seems indeed that, in order to 
apprehend something like that, it is necessary to change one’s 
point of view and to place oneself into the very center of the 
consciousness of the subject who perceives. 

In any case, the paradox remains just as perplexing when one 
attempts to take this new attitude. We are told that sensations 
and perceptions, which are, until that moment, simple natural 
facts, become acts of knowledge when they serve as signs and 
announce or suggest other facts which are not yet present in the 
experience of the senses: but, if they were in the beginning only 
natural facts (which means, undoubtedly, that they were not 
yet data of consciousness), how could they enter as terms into 
these conscious relationships or thoughts which constitute our 
inferences and which permit us to foresee and to estimate conse- 
quences? Would they not suddenly have to change their nature 
in the most mysterious’ manner? It seems indeed that, if one 
places himself on the standpoint of exterior observation, it is 
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necessary to stick to it to the end and to come finally to ^*be- 
haviorism” proper, trying to get along entirely without the 
benefit of consciousness, whether it be that one means to deny 
its existence, or whether it be that one sees in it only a perfectly 
useless and completely unintelligible epiphenomenon. 

A similar obscurity presents itself when action or voluntary 
decision is concerned. Undoubtedly, every conception of an end, 
every judgment of value, can be considerf*d as a coordination 
of our habits, of our desires, or of our motives, a coordination 
which is an act and is performed only in the present; and no 
doubt, each goal achieved is the beginning of a new activity. 
But the analysis, however exact and valuable it may be, is 
still made from the outside, from the standpoint of the psy- 
chologist or the logician. However, for the subject itself which 
deliberates and which finally “wills,” the end — ^in the present, 
undoubtedly — ^is imagined as belonging to the future. It con- 
stitutes indeed a guiding idea, which until its final realization, 
remains present in consciousness and is conceived as identical 
with itself in order to guide and to organize our movements and 
our acts as means for its realization. Thus, during all the time 
of the construction of the house the workers refer to the archi- 
tect’s plan previously established and precisely fixed. To be 
sure, an activity satisfactorily concluded is the point of de- 
parture for a new activity directed toward another end; but, in 
the consciousness of him who thinks and acts, it constitutes 
properly a completion, an end; it constitutes, together with its 
means, an activity which is, quite apart from those which arc 
going to follow, unified and intelligible. Nature undoubtedly is 
universal and continuous becoming: but the mind that reflects 
sees in it points of arrest and gives it, by means of abstraction, 
an ideal stability; it considers as stable even that which in its 
manifestation or its external unfolding is always in flux. Viewed 
from without, all is undoubtedly history and change, an unin- 
terrupted succession of movements: but to thi^ means to fix, 
to abstract and to define, to give consistency, permanence, and 
intelligible unity to our ideas and our purposes. Permanence 
and change are perhaps dialectical moments that have meaning 
only in and through their very opposition, but both are equally 
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necessary for the conceiving and regulating of experience. To 
understand, to explain, to demonstrate, to prove are undoubted- 
ly intellectual acts; from the start these acts are — and Mr. 
Dewey has seen it and maintained it with a beautiful clearness — 
disinterested and foreign to all seeking of material advantages; 
and moreover, we would add, they are acts conceived as above 
time, as freed from the future, and viewed — ^to the extent to 
which they are true — sub specie aetemitatis. 

Either one describes the universe — ^the spiritual as well as 
the physical — ^in terms of material existence and of objectivity, 
and then one has to go as far as to ^'epiphenomenalism” and 
consent never to meet anything that might resemble what we 
call consciousness, idea, finality, will. Or else one agrees to 
place oneself at a given moment into the very center of con- 
sciousness and to start from the cogito; in this latter case one 
will meet above the Heraclitean becoming the Platonic world 
of essences, and at the same time the inevitable problems of 
idealism and realism, of the subjective and the objective, of 
being and thought. Such is the alternative which, even after the 
admirable attempt made by Mr. Dewey, seems to us still to 
confront human reflection. 

Dominique Parodi 

Pams, France 
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DEWEY’S NATURALISTIC METAPHYSICS’ 


M ere* is a remarkable rereading of things with a new and 
difficult kind of sincerity. For my part, I am entirely 
persuaded of the genuineness and depth of Dewey’s views, 
within the limits of his method and taken as he means them. He 
is, fortunately, not without an active band of followers who will 
be able to interpret and elaborate them in his own spirit. I am 
hardly in their case, and all I can hope to accomplish is to fix 
the place and character of this doctrine in relation to the points 
of view which I instinctively take or which seem to me, on re- 
flection, to be most comprehensive. And I will append such con- 
clusions as I may provisionally reach on this subject to a phrase 
by which Dewey himself characterizes his system: Naturalistic 
Meta-physics. In what sense is this system naturalistic? In what 
sense is it metaphysical? How comes it that these two characters 
(which to me seem contradictory) can be united in this philoso- 

phy? 

Naturalism is a primary system, or rather it is not a special 
system at all, but the spontaneous and inevitable body of beliefs 
involved in animal life, beliefs of which the various philo- 
sophical systems are either extensions (a supernatural environ- 
ment, itself natural in its own way, being added to nature) or 
interpretations (as in Aristotle and Spinoza) or denials (as in 
idealism). Children are interested in their bodies, with which 
they identify themselvesj they are interested in animals, ade- 
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quate playmates for them, to be bullied with a pleasing risk 
and a touch of wonder. They are interested later in mechanical 
contrivances and in physical feats and adventures. This boyish 
universe is indefinitely extensible on its own plane; it may 
have heaven aroimd it and fairyland in its interstices; it covers 
the whole field of possible material action to its uttermost 
reaches. It is the world of naturalism. On this material frame- 
work it is easy to hang all the immaterial objects, such as words, 
feelings, and ideas, which may be eventually distinguished in 
human experience. We are not compelled in naturalism, or even 
in materialism, to ignore immaterial things; the point is that 
any immaterial things which are recognized shall be regarded 
as names, aspects, functions, or concomitant products of those 
physical things among which action goes on. A naturalist may 
distinguish his own person or self, provided he identifies him- 
self with his body and does not assign to his soul any fortunes, 
powers, or actions save those of which his body is the seat and 
organ. He may recognize other spirits, human, animal, or di- 
vine, provided they are all proper to natural organisms figur- 
ing in the world of action, and are the natural moral transcript, 
like his own feelings, of physical life in that region. Naturalism 
may, accordingly, find room for every sort of psychology, 
poetry, logic, and theology, if only they are content with their 
natural places. Naturalism will break down, however, so soon 
as words, ideas, or spirits are taken to be substantial on their 
own account, and powers at work prior to the existence of their 
organs, or independent of them. Now it is precisely such dis- 
embodied powers and immaterial functions prior to matter that 
are called metaphysical. Transcendentalism is not metaphysical 
if it remains a mere method, because then it might express the 
natural fact that any animal mind is its own center and must 
awake in order to know anything: it becomes metaphysical when 
this mind is said to be absolute, single, and without material 
conditions. To admit anything metaphysical in this sense is evi- 
dently to abandon naturalism. 

It would be hard to find a philosopher in whom naturalism, 
so conceived, was more inveterate than in Dewey. He is very 
severe against the imagination, and even the intellect, for hav- 
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ing created figments which usurp the place and authority of 
the mundane sphere in which daily action goes on. The typical 
philosopher’s fallacy, in his eyes, has been the habit of hypos- 
tatizing the conclusions to which reflection may lead, and de- 
puting them to be prior realities — ^the fallacy of dogmatism. 
These conclusions are in reality nothing but suggestions or, as 
Dewey calls them, “meanings” surrounding the passing ex- 
perience in which, at some juncture, a person is immersed. They 
may be excellent in an instrumental capacity, if by their help 
instinctive action can be enlarged or adjusted more accurately to 
absent facts; but it would be sheer idolatry to regard them as 
realities or powers deeper than obvious objects, producing these 
objects and afterwards somehow revealing themselves, just as 
they are, to the thoughts of metaphysicians. Here is a rude blow 
dealt at dogma of every sort: God, matter, Platonic ideas, ac- 
tive spirits, and creative logics all seem to totter on their 
thrones; and if the blow could be efFective, the endless battle 
of metaphysics would have to end for lack of combatants. 

Meantime there is another motive that drives Dewey to 
naturalism: he is the devoted spokesman of the spirit of enter- 
prise, of experiment, of modern industry. To him, rather than 
to William James, might be applied the saying of the French 
pragmatist, Georges Sorel, that his philosophy is calculated to 
justify all the assumptions of American society. William James 
was a psychologist of the individual, preoccupied with the varie- 
ties of the human imagination and with the possible destinies 
of the spirit in other worlds. He was too spontaneous and rare a 
person to be a good mirror of any broad general movement ; his 
Americanism, like that of Emerson, was his own and within 
him, and perhaps more representative of America in the past 
than in the future. In Dewey, on the contrary, as in current 
science and ethics, there is a pervasive quasi-Hegelian tendency 
to dissolve the individual into his social functions, as well as 
everything substantial or actual into something relative or tran- 
sitional. For him events, situations, and histories hold all facts 
and all persons in solution. The master-burden of his philoso- 
phy, which lends it its national character, is a profound sym- 
pathy with the enterprise of life in all lay directions, in its tech- 
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nical and moral complenty, and especially in its American form, 
where individual initiative, although still demanded and prized, 
is quickly subjected to overwhelming democratic control. This, 
if I am not mistaken, is the heart of Dewey’s pragmatism, 
it is the pragmatism of the people, dumb and instinctive in them, 
and struggling in him to a labored but radical expression. His 
pragmatism is not inspired by any wish to supply a new argu- 
ment to support some old speculative dogma. Nor is he inter- 
ested, like Nietzsche and Vaihinger, in a heroic pessimism, des- 
perately living as if postulates were true which it knows to be 
^se. He is not interested in speculation at all, balks at it, and 
would avoid it if he could; his inspiration is sheer fidelity to the 
task in hand and sympathy with the movement afoot: a deliber- 
ate and happy participation in the attitude of the American 
people, with its omnivorous human interests and its simplicity 
of purpose. 

Now the philosophy by which Americans live, in contrast to 
the philosophies which they profess, is naturalistic. In profession 
they may be Fundamentalists, Catholics, or idealists, because 
American opinion is largely pre-American; but in their hearts 
and lives they are all pragmatists, and they prove it even by the 
spirit in which they maintain those other traditional allegiances, 
not out of rapt speculative sympathy, but because such allegiance 
seems an insurance against moral dissolution, guaranteeing so- 
cial cohesion and practical success. Their real philosophy is the 
philosophy of enterprise. Now enterprise moves in the infinitely 
extensible boyish world of feats and discoveries — in the world 
of naturalism. The practical arts, as Dewey says, presuppose a 
mechanical unity and constancy established in the universe. 
Otherwise discoveries made today would not count to-morrow, 
inventions could not be patented, the best-laid plans might go 
astray, all work might be wasted,', and the methods of experts 
could not be adjusted more and more accurately to their tasks. 
This postulated mechanical system must evidently include the 
hands and brain of the worker, which are intertwined inextrica- 
bly with the work done. It must also include his mind, if his mind 
is to be of any practical account and to make any difference in his 
work. Hence the implicit American philosophy, which it is 
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Dewey’s privilege to make explicit, involves behaviorism. This 
doctrine is new and amazing if taken to deny the eristence of 
thought; but on its positive side, in so far as it puts all efficient 
processes on one level, it has been an implication of naturalism 
from time immemorial. For a naturalist nothing can be substan- 
tial or efficacious in thought except its organs and instruments, 
such as brains, training, words, and books. Actual thought, being 
invisible and imponderable, eludes this sort of chase. It has al- 
ways been rather ignored by materialists; but it remained for 
American optimists to turn their scorn of useless thought into 
a glad denial of its existence. This negative implication of be- 
haviorism follows also from the commonsense view that mind 
and body act upon each other alternately; for when his view is 
carried out with empirical rigor, it corrects the speculative confu- 
sion which first suggested it. What it called mind turns out never 
to have been anything but a habit in matter, a way people have 
of acting, speaking, and writing. The actuality of spirit, mys- 
tically momentary, does not fall within the purview of this 
empirical inventory any more than the realm of truth, invisibly 
eternal. Men of affairs, who can easily tell a clever man from 
a fool, are behaviorists by instinct; but they may scout their own 
conviction when it is proposed to them by philosophers in para- 
doxical language. The business intellect, by the time it comes to 
theorizing, is a little tired. It will either trust a first impression, 
and bluff it out, or else it will allow comfortable traditional as- 
surances in these hazy regions to relieve it of responsibility. 

Is Dewey a behaviorist? On the positive side of the theory, he 
certainly is; and it is only when we interpret what he says about 
ideas, meanings, knowledge, or truth behavioristically, that the 
sense and the force of it begin to appear. Often, indeed, he 
seems to jump the barrier, and to become a behaviorist in the 
negative sense also, denying the existence of thought: because 
it would be to deny its eristence if we reduced it to its material 
manifestations. At least at one point, however, the existence of 
thought in its actuality and spiritual cohcentration is admitted 
plainly. Not, indeed, on the ground which to most philosophers 
would seem obvious and final, namely, that people sometimes 
do actually feel and think. This consideration might seem to 
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Dewey irrelevant, because actual feeling and thinking are ac- 
counted for initially, on his view, by the absolute eMstence of 
the specious or conventional world; they do not need to be intro- 
duced again among its details. An impersonal transcendental 
spectator, though never mentioned, is always assumed} and the 
spectacle of nature unrolled before him may be, and strictly 
speaking must be, wholly observable and material. There can 
not be any actual mind in experience except the experience it- 
self. The consideration which nevertheless leads Dewey to graft 
something consciously actual and spiritual upon the natural 
world is of quite another sort. Essentially, I suspect, it flows 
from his choice of “events” to be his metaphysical elements (of 
which more presently) } incidentally it is attached to the sym- 
pathetic study which he has made of Aristotle. Events, he 
thinks, have natural “endings,” “culminations,” or “consumma- 
tions.” They are not arbitrary sections made in the flux of na- 
ture, as if by geometrical planes passed across the current of a 
river. They are natural waves, pulsations of being, each of 
which, without any interruption in its material inheritance and 
fertility, forms a unit of a higher order. These units (if I may 
express the matter in my own language) fall sometimes into the 
realm of truth, when they are simply observable patterns or 
rhythms, and sometimes into the realm of spirit, as in animal 
perception or intent, when the complex tensions of bodily or 
social life generate a single sound, an actual pang, or a vivid 
idea. Mind at such moments possesses a hypostatic spiritual 
existence, over and above the whole behaviorist or pragmatic 
ground- work of mind: it has become conscious, or as Aristotle 
would say, has reached its second entelechy and become intellect 
in act. This hypostatic spiritual existence Dewey seems to recog- 
nize at least in esthetic contemplation} but evidently every ac- 
tual feeling or idea, however engrossed in action or however 
abstractly intellectual, is in the same case. 

Such an admission, if taken to heart, would have leavened 
this whole philosophy} but Dewey makes it grudgingly, and 
hastens to cover it up. For instance, when he comes upon the 
phrase “Knowledge of acquaintance,” he says that acquaintance 
implies recognition and recognition familiarity} on the ground. 
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I suppose, that people are called “acquaintances” when they 
bow to one another: and we are left with an uncomfortable 
suspicion that it is impossible to inspect anything for the first 
time. In another place we are told that consummations are 
themselves fruitful and ends are also means. Yes, but in what 
sense? Of course, no earthly flame is so pure as to leave no 
ashes, and the highest wave sinks presently into the trough of 
the sea; but this is true only of the substance engaged, which, 
having reached a culmination here, continues in its course; and 
the habit which it then acquired may, within limits, repeat the 
happy achievement, and propagate the light. One torch by ma- 
terial contact may kindle another torch; and if the torches are 
similar and the wind steady, the flames, too, may be similar and 
even continuous; but if anyone says that the visible splendor of 
one moment helps to produce that of another, he does not seem 
ever to have seen the light. It will therefore be safer to proceed 
as if the realm of actual spirit had not been broached at this 
point, and as if the culminations recognized were only runs or 
nodes discoverable in nature, as in the cycle of reproduction or 
in sentences in discourse. The behaviorist landscape will then 
not be split by any spiritual lightning, and naturalism will seem 
to be established in its most unqualified form. Yet in this case 
how comes it that Dewey has a metaphysics of his own, that cos- 
mology is absent from his system, and that every natural fact 
becomes in his hands so strangely unseizable and perplexing? 

This question, which is the crux of the whole system, may be 
answered, I think, in a single phrase: The dominance of the 
foreground. In nature there is no foreground or background, 
no here, no now, no moral cathedra, no centre so really central 
as to reduce all other things to mere margins and mere perspec- 
tives. A foreground is by definition relative to some chosen point 
of view, to the station assumed in the midst of nature by some 
creature tethered by fortune to a particular time and place. If 
such a foreground becomes dominant in a philosophy naturalism 
is abandoned. Some local perspective or some casual interest is 
set up in the place of universal nature or behind it, or before it, 
so that all the rest of nature is reputed to be intrinsically remote 
or dubious or merely ideal. This dominance of the foreground 
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has always been the source of metaphysics j and the metaphysics 
has varied according as the foreground has been occupied by 
language or fancy or logic or sceptical self-consciousness or re- 
ligious rapture or moral ambition. Now the dominance of the 
foreground is in all Dewey’s traditions: it is the soul of tran- 
scendentalism and also of empiricism} it is the soul of moralism 
and of that kind of religion which summons the universe to 
vindicate human notions of justice or to subserve the interests 
of mankind or of some special nation or civilization. In America 
the dominance of the foreground is further emphasized by the 
prevalent absorption in business life and in home affections, and 
by a general feeling that anything ancient, foreign, or theoretical 
can not be of much consequence.* Pragmatism may be regarded 
as a synthesis of all these ways of making the foreground 
dominant: the most close-reefed of philosophical craft, most 
tightly hugging appearance, use, and relevance to practice today 
and here, least drawn by the lure of speculative distances. Nor 
would Dewey, I am sure, or any other pragmatist, ever be a 
naturalist instinctively or on the wings of speculative insight, 
like the old lonians or the Stoics or Spinoza, or like those many 
mystics, Indian, Jewish, or Mohammedan, who, heartily de- 
spising the foreground, have fallen in love with the greatness 
of nature and have sunk speechless before the infinite. The 
pragmatist becomes, or seems to, become, a naturalist only by 
accident, when as in the present age and in America the dominant 
foreground is monopolized by material activity; because ma- 
terial activity, as we have seen, involves naturalistic assumptions, 
and has been the teacher and the proof of naturalism since the 
beginning of time. But elsewhere and at other periods experi- 
ence is free to offer different perspectives into which the faith- 
ful pragmatist will be drawn with .equal zeal; and then prag- 
matic metaphysics would cease to be naturalistic and become, 
perhaps, theological. Naturalism in Dewey is accordingly an 

* I can imagine the spontaneous pragmatism of some President of a State Uni- 
versity if obliged to defend the study of Sanskrit before a committee of Senators. 
“You have been told,” he would say, “that Sanskrit is a dead language. Not at all: 
Sanskrit is Professor Smith’s Department, and growing. The cost is trifling, and 
several of our sister universities arc making it a fresh requirement for the Ph.D. 
in classics. That, Gentlemen, is what Sanskrit *f.” 
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assumption imposed by the character of the prevalent artsj and 
as he is aware that he is a naturalist only to that extent and on 
that ground, his naturalism is half-hearted and short-winded. 
It is the specious kind of naturalism possible also to such idealists 
as Emerson, Schelling, or any Hegelian of the Left, who may 
scrupulously limit their survey, in its range of objects, to nature 
and to recorded history, and yet in their attitude may remain 
romantic, transcendental, piously receiving as absolute the in- 
spiration dominating moral life in their day and country. The 
idealists, being self-conscious, regarded this natural scene as 
a landscape painted by spirit; Dewey, to whom self-consciousness 
is anathema, regards it as a landscape that paints itself; but it is 
still something phenomenal, all above board. Immediacy, which 
was an epistemological category, has become a physical one: 
natural events are conceived to be compounded of such qualities 
as appear to human observers, as if the character and emergence 
of these qualities had nothing to do with the existence, position, 
and organs of those observers. Nature is accordingly simply ex- 
perience deployed, thoroughly specious and pictorial in texture. 
Its parts are not (what they are in practice and for living ani- 
mal faith) substances presenting accidental appearances. They 
are appearances integrally woven into a panorama entirely 
relative to human discourse. Naturalism could not be more 
romantic: nature here is not a world but a story. 

We have seen that the foreground, by its dominance, deter- 
mines whether the empirical philosopher shall be provisionally 
a naturalist or shall try being something else. What now, looked 
at more narrowly, is the character of this foreground? Its name 
is Experience; but lest we should misunderstand this ambiguous 
word, it is necessary to keep in mind that in this system ex- 
perience is impersonal. It is not, as a literary psychologist might 
suppose, a man’s feelings and ideas forming a life-long soliloquy, 
his impressions of travel in this world. Nor is it, as a biologist 
might expect, such contact of sensitive animals with their en- 
vironment as adapts them to it and teaches them to remember 
it. No: experience is here taken in a transcendental, or rather 
in a moral, sense, as something romantically absolute and prac- 
tically coercive. There exists a social medium, the notorious 
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scene of all happenings and discoveries, the sum of those current 
adventures in which anybody might participate. Experience is 
deputed to include everything to which experience might testify: 
it is the locus of public facts. It is therefore identical with nature, 
to the extent and in the aspects in which nature is disclosed to 
man. Death, for instance, should be set down as a fact of ex- 
perience. This would not be possible if experience were some- 
thing personal, unless indeed death was only a transition to an- 
other life. For so long as a man’s sensations and thoughts 
continue, he is not dead, and when dead he has no more thoughts 
or sensations. But is such actual death, we may ask, the death 
that Dewey can have in mind? The only death open to experi- 
ence is the death of others (here is a neat proof of immortality 
for those who like it) } and death, for the pragmatist, simply is 
burial. To suppose that a train of thoughts and feelings going 
on in a man invisibly might at last come to an end, would be to 
place the fact of death in a sphere which Dewey does not recog- 
nize, namely, in the realm of truth; for it would simply be true 
that the man’s thoughts had ceased, although neither he nor 
anybody else could find that fact in experience. For other people 
it would remain a fact assumed and credited, for him it would 
be a destiny that overtook him. Yet Experience, as Dewey un- 
derstands it, must include such undiscoverable objects of com- 
mon belief, and such a real, though unobserved, order of events. 
The dominant foreground which he calls Experience is accord- 
ingly filled and bounded not so much by experience as by 
convention. It is the social world. 

How conventional this foreground is will appear even more 
clearly if we note the elements which are said to compose it. 
These are events, histories, situations, affairs. The words “af- 
fairs” and “situations,” in their intentional vagueness, express 
very well the ethical nerve of this philosophy; for it is essen- 
tially a moral attitude or a lay religion. Life is a practical pre- 
dicament; both necessity and duty compel us to do something 
about it, and also to think something about it, so as to know what 
to do. This is the categorical imperative of existence; and accord- 
ing to the Protestant tradition (diametrically opposed to the 
Indian) the spirit, in heeding its intrinsic vocation, is not 
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alienated from earthly affairs, but on the contrary pledges itself 
anew to prosecute them with fidelity. Consdence and nature here 
exercise their suasion concurrently, since conscience merely re- 
peats the summons to enter a field of responsibility — ^nature — 
formed by the deposit of its past labors. The most homely busi- 
ness, like the widest policies, may be thus transfused with a 
direct metaphysical inspiration; and although Dewey avoids 
all inflated eloquence on this theme, it is clear that his philoso- 
phy of Experience is a transcendental moralism. 

That the foreground of human life is necessarily moral and 
practical (it is so even for artists) and that a philosophy which 
limits itself to clarifying moral perspectives may be a very great 
philosophy, has been known to the judicious since the days of 
Socrates. Why could not Dewey have worked out his shrewd 
moral and intellectual economy within the frame of naturalism, 
which he knows is postulated by practice, and so have brought 
clearness and space into the picture, without interposing any 
metaphysics? Because it is an axiom with him that nothing but 
the immediate is real. This axiom, far from being self-evident, 
is not even clear: for everything is “real” in some sense, and 
there is much doubt as to what sort of being is immediate. At 
first the axiom produced psychological idealism, because the 
proudly discoursing minds of philosophers took for granted 
that the immediate for each man could be only his own thoughts. 
Later it has been urged (and, I think, truly) that the immediate 
is rather any object — ^whether sensible or intelligible makes no 
difference — found lying in its own specious medium; so that 
immediatism is not so much subjective as closely attentive and 
mystically objective. Be it noted, however, that this admitted 
objectivity of real things remains internal to the immediate 
sphere: they must never be supposed to possess an alleged sub- 
stantial existence beyond experience. This experience is no 
longer subjective, but it is still transcendental, absolute, and 
groundless; indeed it has ceased to seem subjective only because 
it seems unconditioned; and in order to get'to the bottom and 
to the substance of anything, we must still ask with Emerson, 
What is this to or with William James, What is this experi- 
enced as. As Dewey puts it, these facts of experience simply are 
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or are had, and there is nothing more to say about them. Such 
evidence flooding inunediate experience 1 just now called 
mystical, using the epithet advisedly; because in this direct 
possession of being there is no division of subject and object, 
but rapt identification of some term, intuition of some essence. 
Such is sheer pleasure or pain, when no source or object is 
assigned to it; such is esthetic contemplation; such is pure think- 
ing, the flash of intellectual light. This mystical paradise is 
indefinitely extensible, like life, and far be it from me to speak 
evil of it; it is there only that the innocent spirit is at home. 

But how should pragmatism, which is nothing if not pre- 
hensile, take root in this Eden? 1 am afraid pragmatism is the 
serpent; for there is a forbidden tree in the midst, the tree 
of Belief in the Eventual, the fruit of which is Gire; and it is 
evident that our first parents must have partaken of it copiously; 
perhaps they fed on nothing else. Now when immediate experi- 
ence is crossed by Care it suffers the most terrible illusion, for 
it supposes that the eventual about which it is troubled is con- 
trollable by the immediate, as by wishes, omens, or high 
thoughts; in other words, that the essences given in the im- 
mediate exist, generate their own presence, and may persist 
and rearrange themselves and so generate the future. But this 
is sheer superstition and trust in magic; the philosophy not of 
experience but of inexperience. The immediate, whether a 
paradise or a hell, is always specious; it is peopled by specters 
which, if taken for existing and working things, are illusions; 
and although they are real enough, in that they have definite 
character and actual presence, as a dream or a pain has, their 
reality ends there; they are unsubstantial, volatile, leaving no 
ashes, and their existence, even when they appear, is imputed 
to them by a hidden agency, the demon of Care, and lies wholly 
in being perceived. Thus immediate experience of things, far 
from being fundamental in nature, is only the dream which ac- 
companies our action as the other dreams accompany our sleep; 
and every naturalist knows that this waking dream is dependent 
for its existence, quality, intensity, and duration on obscure 
processes in the li^nng body, in its interplay with its environ- 
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mentj processes which go back, through seeds, to the first be- 
ginnings of life on earth. Immediate experience is a consumma- 
tion} and this not in esthetic contemplation alone, but just as 
much in birth-pangs or the excitement of battle. All its episodes, 
intermittent and wildly modulated, like the sound of wind in 
a forest, are bound together and rendered relevant to one an- 
other only by their material causes and instruments. So tenuous 
is immediate experience that the behaviorist can ignore it al- 
together, without inconvenience, substituting everywhere ob- 
jects of conventional belief in their infinite material plane. The 
immediate is, indeed, recognized and prized only by mystics, 
and Dewey himself is assured of possessing it only by virtue of 
his social and ethical mysticism, by which the whole complex 
theater of contemporary action seems to him to be given im- 
mediately: whereas to others of us (who are perhaps mystical 
at other points) this world of practice seems foreign, absent 
from our better moments, approachable even at the time of 
action only by animal faith and blind presumption, and com- 
pacted, when we consider its normal texture, out of human con- 
ventions, many of them variable and foolish. A pragmatist who 
was not an ethical or social mystic, might explore that world 
scientifically, as a physician, politician, or engineer, and remain 
throughout a pure behaviorist or materialist, without noticing 
immediate experience at all, or once distinguishing what was 
given from what was assumed or asserted. But to the mystic, if 
he is interested in that world, it all comes forward into the im- 
mediate} it becomes indubitable, but at the same time vague} 
actual experience sucks in the world in which conventional ex- 
perience, if left to dogmatize, would have supposed it was going 
on} and a luminous cloud of immediacy envelops everything 
and arrests the eye, in every direction, on a painted perspective} 
for if any object becomes immediate, whatever it may be, it be- 
comes visionary. That same spiritual actuality which Dewey, 
in passing, scarcely recognized at the top of animal life, he now 
comes upon from within, and without observing its natural 
locus, lays at the basis of the universe. The universe, in his sys- 
tem, thereby appears inverted, the accidental order of discovery 
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being everywhere substituted for the natural order of genesis; 
and this with grave consequences, since it is not so easy for the 
universe as for an individual to stand on its head/ 

Consider, for instance, the empirical status of the past. The 
only past that ever is or is had is a specious past, the fading sur- 
vival of it in the present. Now the form which things wear in 
the foreground, according to this philosophy, is their real 
form; and the meaning which such immediate ^cts may assume 
hangs on their use in executing some living purpose. What fol- 
lows in regard to past time? That the survival or memory of 
it comprises all its reality, and that all the meaning of it lies 
in its possible relevance to actual interests. A memory may serve 
as a model or condition in shaping some further enterprise, or 
may be identified with a habit acquired by training, as when we 
have learned a foreign language and are ready to speak it. Past 
experience is accordingly real only by virtue of its vital inclusion 
in some present undertaking, and yesterday is really but a term 
perhaps useful in the preparation of tomorrow. The past, too, 
must work if it would live, and we may speak without irony of 
“the futurity of yesterday” in so far as yesterday has any prag- 
matic reality. 

This result is consistent with the general principle of empirical 
criticism by which we are forbidden to regard God, truth, or the 
material cosmos as anything but home vistas. When this prin- 
ciple is applied to such overwhelming outer realities, it lightens 

curious reversal of the terms “natural” and “ideal” comes about as we 
assume that the immediate is substantial or that it is visionary. Suppose I say that 
“everything* ideal emanates from something natural.” Dewey agrees, understanding 
that everything remote emanates from something immediate. But what I meant was 
that everything immediate — sensation, for instance, or love— emanates from some- 
thing biological. Not, however, (and this is another verbal snare) from the con- 
cepts of biological science, essences immediately present to the thoughts of biologists, 
but from the largely unknown or humanly unknowable process of animal life. 
I suppose we should not call some of our ideas scientific if they did not trace the 
movement of nature more accurately and reliably than do our random sensations 
or dramatic myths } they are therefore presumably truer in regard to those distribu- 
tive aspects of nature which they select. But science is a part of human discourse, 
and necessarily poetical, like language. If literal truth were necessary (which is 
not the case in practice in respect to nature) it would be found only, perhaps, in 
literature — ^in the reproduction of discourse by discourse. 
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the burden of those who hate external compulsions or sup- 
ports ; they can henceforth believe they are living in a moral 
universe that changes as they change, with no sky lowering over 
them save a portable canopy which they carry with them on 
their travels. But now this, pleasant principle threatens the 
march of experience itself: for if my ancestors have no past ex- 
istence save by working in me now, what becomes of my present 
being, if ever I cease to work in my descendants? Does experi- 
ence today draw its whole existence from their future memories? 
Evidently this can not be the doctrine proposed j and yet if it be 
once admitted that all the events in time are equally real and 
equally central, then at every point there is a by-gone past, in- 
trinsically perfectly substantial and self-existent} a past which 
such memories or continuations as may be integral to life at this 
later moment need continue only very partially, or need recover 
only schematically, if at all. In that case, if I ever find it con- 
venient to forget my ancestors, or if my descendants find it ad- 
vantageous to forget me, this fact might somewhat dash their 
vanity or mine if we should hear of it, but can not touch our 
substantial existence or the truth of our lives. Grant this, and 
at once the whole universe is on its feet again} and all that 
strange pragmatic reduction of yesterday to tomorrow, of 
Sanskrit to the study of Sanskrit, of truth to the value of dis- 
covering some truth, and of matter to some human notion of 
matter, turns out to have been a needless equivocation, by which 
the perspectives of life, avowedly relative, have been treated 
as absolute, and the dominance of the foreground has been 
turned from a biological accident into a metaphysical principle. 
And this quite wantonly: because practice, far from suggesting 
such a reduction, precludes it, and requires every honest work- 
man to admit the democratic equality of the past and the future 
with the present, and to regard the inner processes of matter 
with respect and not with transcendental arrogance. The living 
convictions of the pragmatist himself are thqse involved in 
action, and therefore naturalistic in the dogmatic sense} action 
involves belief, belief judgment, and judgment dogma} so that 
the transcendental metaphysics and the practical naturalism of 
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the pragmatist are in sharp contradiction, both in logic and in 
spirit. The one expresses his speculative egotism, the other his 
animal faith. 

Of course, it is not Dewey nor the pragmatic school that is 
to blame for this equivocation; it is a general heirloom, and has 
infected all that criticism of scholastic dogma on which modern 
philosophy is founded. By expressing this critical principle more 
thoroughly, the pragmatists have hoped to clear the air, and 
perhaps ultimately may help to do so. Although I am myself 
a dogmatic naturalist, I think that the station assumed by Dewey, 
like the transcendental station generally, is always legitimate. 
Just as the spirit has a right to soliloquize, and to regard e»st- 
ence as a strange dream, so any society or nation or living in- 
terest has a right to treat the world as its field of action, and to 
recast the human mind, as far as possible, so as to adapt it ex- 
clusively to that public function. That is what all great religions 
have tried to do, and what Sparta and Carthage would have 
done if they had produced philosophers. Why should not 
America attempt it? Reason is free to change its logic, as lan- 
guage to change its grammar; and the critic of the life of reason 
may then distinguish, as far as his penetration goes, how much 
in any such logic or grammar is expressive of material circum- 
stances, how much is exuberant rhetoric, how much local, and 
how much human. Of course, at every step such criticism rests 
on naturalistic dogmas; we could not understand any phase of 
human imagination, or even discover it, unless we found it 
growing in the common world of geography and commerce. 
In this world fiction arises, and to this world it refers. In so 
for as criticism can trace back the most fantastic ideas — myth- 
ology, for instance — to their natural origin, it should enlighten 
our sympathies, since we should all have lived in the society of 
those images, if we had had the same surroundings and passions; 
and if in their turn the ideas prevalent in our own day can be 
traced back to the material conditions that bred them, our judg- 
ment should be enlightened also. Controversy, when naturalism 
is granted, can yield to interpretation, reconciling the critical 
mind to convention, justifying moral diversity, and carrying the 
sap of lift to every top-most intellectual flower. All positive 
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transcendental insights, whether empirical, national, or moral, 
can thus be honored (and disinfected) by the baldest naturalism, 
remaining itself international, Bohemian, and animal. The 
luminous fog of immediacy has a place in nature; it is a meteoro- 
logical and optical efPect, and often a blessing. But why should 
immediacy be thought to be absolute or a criterion of reality? 
The great error of dogmatists, in hypostatizing their conclu- 
sions into alleged preexistent facts, did not lie in believing that 
facts of some kind preexisted; the error lay only in framing an 
inadequate view of those facts and regarding it as adequate. 
God and matter are not any or all the definitions which phi- 
losophers may give of them: they are the realities confronted in 
action, the mysterious but momentous background, which phi- 
losophers and other men mean to describe by their definitions 
or myths or sensible images. To hypostatize these human 
symbols, and identify them with matter or with God, is idolatry: 
but the remedy for idolatry is not iconoclasm, because the senses, 
too, or the heart, or the pragmatic intellect, can breed only 
symbols. The remedy is rather to employ the symbols prag- 
matically, with detachment and humor, trusting in the steady 
dispensations of the substance beyond. 

George Santayana 

Rome, Italy 
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DEWEY’S INDIVIDUAL AND SOCIAL 
PSYCHOLOGY 

J OHN Dewey’s productive years span almost exactly the life- 
time of modern scientific psychology. Born in 1859, his 
formative period coincided with the formative period of the 
New Psychology. In 1882, just three years after the founding 
of the first psychological laboratory, he began to write on topics 
of mental science — at first with a broad philosophical touch, 
but soon also with a concreteness better fitted to the aspirations 
of a young science. His distinguished work continues into the 
present, and taken as a whole constitutes a remarkable story of 
intellectual leadership over a period of more than fifty years. 

Although we are interested here only in Dewey’s psycho- 
logical work, it is impossible to trace its development entirely 
apart from the course of his philosophical thought. He himself 
assigns his pyschology to a subordinate position. Primarily he 
is concerned with the norms of experience and conduct; with 
their psychological machinery he has less to do. Yet, at the 
same time, so close is the dependence of his philosophy upon 
the actual conduct of living men that he finds himself frequently 
forced to deal with psychological principles. Thus psychology 
constitutes a necessary and prominent support to his philosophi- 
cal thought. It is in this light that we must describe and evalu- 
ate it. 

I. Earliest Psychological Work 

Dewey’s first psychological work consisted of a group of 
papers wherein he attempted to gain for himself a surer under- 
standing of the concept of experience. In the Andover Review 
he expounded at the age of twenty-five the New Psychology 
with reference to the implications of laboratory researches 
for a philosophy of experience. Dewey observed that the new 
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science was willing to throw itself upon experience, making “no 
attempts to dictate to this experience, and tell it what it must 
be in order to square with a scholastic logic.”* 

Yet experience, he felt, is not a matter of mere sensational 
impressions. The sensationalistic views of the so-called empiri- 
cal psychologists he rejected as a species of peculiarly degrading 
anthropomorphism, an anthropomorphism which sets up “the 
poorest elements of its own feeling, a sensation, and reverences 
that as its own and the universe’s cause.”* We shall never ac- 
count for experience, Dewey insisted, by referring it to some- 
thing else. Sensation is not prior to consciousness or knowledge; 
it is but a consequent that depends upon experience. In the full- 
ness of experience, which is our starting point, we find a fusion 
of subject and object.’ Psychology does not deal with mere sub- 
jective states minus the object world, because both subject and 
object are contained within the experiential whole; they can- 
not be characterized separately. It is the work of psychology 
to determine the relations of subject and object as they arise 
within consciousness. 

One sees here the powerful influence of Hegel. Dewey 
named the position he was defending “absolute idealism,” and 
his critic Hodgson added a bit crisply that if such transcen- 
dentalism is to be admitted as psychology, then Dewey should 
in simple fairness label it “psychology; human and divine.*** 

As one might expect, Psychology, Dewey’s textbook of 1886, 
was caught in the same turmoil of ebbing transcendentalism 
and upsurging positivism. The text supports the older ration- 
alistic, soul psychology, on the one hand, and the newer sensory 
and reaction psychology, on the other. Introspection is the pre- 
ferred method. Sensation is important, though not all-impor- 
tant. The researches of Helmholtz, Hering, Volkmann, 
Stumpf, and Wundt are faithfully recorded. Habit — lightly 
touched — is a matter of successive associations that tend with 
repetition to become somehow simultaneous. Reaction-forms 

* “The New Psychology,” Andover Review^ 1884, 2, 268. 

’“Psychology as Philosophic Method,” Mindf 1886, 11, 169. 

* “The Psychological Standpoint,” Mind, 1886, 11, 1-19. 

*S. H. Hodgson, “Illusory Psychology,” Mind, 1886, 11, 488. 
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are described, and there are other adumbrations of the func- 
tional psychology to come. It is because of these features that 
Brett characterizes the text as “the first gray dawn of that to- 
morrow for which the psychology of the American colleges 
was waiting.”® 

At the same time the text still invokes the Soul to assist in 
the psychologizing. The unity of mental life must be accounted 
for, and Dewey saw no way to obtain unity excepting through 
the activity of the self, defined, a bit circularly, as “the activity 
of synthesis upon sense.”® Attention, for example, is “the ac- 
tivity of self in combining units.” Apperception “organizes the 
world of knowledge by bringing the self to bear upon it.” Eight 
years later Dewey would regard the unifying self as a useless 
redundancy, accounting in other terms for such unity as mind 
achieves; but in 1886 he was still far from this position. 

II. Functionalism 

It was James’s Princifles that helped lift Dewey from the 
fence where his early writings had precariously perched him. 
So assured was James in his endorsement of the positive prem- 
ises of the new psychology that his younger colleague felt 
encouraged to abandon transcendental psychology for good and 
all in favor of a more earthy functionalism.’ 

But Dewey was no blind follower. He quickly perceived in- 
consistencies in James that needed to be remedied, as well as 
insights that merited expansion. Immediately following the 
publication of the Principles came Dewey’s heaviest concentra- 
tion on the special problems of psychology. 

In 1894 he reported a minor observational study on the lan- 
guage of a young child, stressing characteristically the impor- 
tance of its predicative character. Even though nouns prevail 
in the child’s vocabulary, their predicative significance in the 

*G. S. Brett, A History of Psychology^ Vol. 3, 261. 

““On Some Current Conceptions of the Term ‘Self,*” 1890, 15, 58-74. 

^Another influence doubtless was Dewey’s growing interest in education. His 
A f filed Psychology (1889) demonstrated to him the urgent need for a less for- 
malistic psychology of will. Habit, interest, and adjustment were the concepts he 
needed, and these he could not evolve so long as he treated will in the manner of 
Hegel or Herbart. 
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child’s striving for better contact with his environment must 
not be overlooked.® 

At the same time the James-Lange theory of emotions en- 
gaged his attention. He perceived a contradiction between Dar- 
win’s theory of emotion as expression and James’s theory of its 
peripheral origin during acts of adjustment. The opposition he 
resolved by demonstrating that expression itself is a mode of 
adaptation. Emotion follows an interference with a smoothly 
coordinated tendency to action. It occurs only when there is a 
temporary struggle among habits and partial inhibition. Its 
origin is indeed peripheral, as James says, but its significance 
for survival and its relation to the situation of the total organ- 
ism at the moment are compatible with Darwin’s views. A sig- 
nificant concept introduced in these papers on emotion is that 
of interest. Interest, Dewey maintains, is the antithesis of emo- 
tional seizure, existing only when an adjustment is well co- 
ordinated, when conflict — and hence emotion — are virtually ab- 
sent.® 

So whole-hearted is his conversion to the functional position 
that Dewey accuses James of faint-heartedness. In particular 
it is the self, with which Dewey had such deep concern in 1886, 
that he is now bent on ruling out of court. With James’s Fiat 
he will have nothing to doj not even the mildest endorsement 
of indeterminism is allowable. The individual and his actions 
are one, says Dewey. There are concrete attitudes, habits, de- 
sires, ideas and ignorance^ but there is no ego behind these 
states. There is no call to recede into the ego to explain will, 
any more than to explain consciousness. If James can dispense 
with the Pure Ego in thought, he should dispense likewise with 
the Pure Mover in conduct. ^Tf the stream of thought can run 
itself in one case, the stream of conduct may administer itself 
in the other.”^® 

In a similar vein Dewey criticizes Baldwin’s theory of ef- 

* Psychol. Rev., 1894, i, 63-66. 

* Psychol. Rev,, 1894, i, 553-569 j ibid., 1895, McDougall has ques- 

tioned Dewey’s claim that emotion comes merely from the clash of habits. For 
McDougall, of course, emotion accompanies the operation of primary instincts, 
whether or not a state of frustration exists. It is therefore fully present in inter- 
ests. Amer. J. Social., 1924, 29, 657-676. 

“‘‘The Ego as Cause,” Philos. Rev., 1894, 3, Ftn. 340 f. 
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fort/^ EflFort is not, as Baldwin says, “consciousness of opposi- 
tion between what we call self and muscular resistance.” There 
is for Dewey no longer any self separate from musculature. 
EflFort now is viewed merely as “the critical point of progress 
in action arising whenever old habits are in process of recon- 
struction or of adaptation to new conditions.” Nor is attention 
any longer one of the capacities of selfhood; it does not cause 
the sense of effort. It is the sense of effort. 

By 1894, then, we see that Dewey has repudiated completely 
both the substance and the shadow of soul psychology. He will 
have nothing more to do with an active self, as knower or as 
effective agent in will ; nor does he see any need for the passive 
self, preserved by Calkins, as the unique ground for all experi- 
ence. Dewey insists upon the seamless character of experience. 
To be aware of oneself is merely a part of the total circuit of 
awareness. It is an event belonging to a larger whole. No need 
to postulate a substantive person as carrier and locus of a cir- 
cuit.“ 

We come now to the most important psychological paper of 
the nineties and probably, so far as psychology is concerned, 
Dewey’s most influential essay, “The Reflex Arc Concept in 
Psychology.”'" Having abandoned the remote unifying agency 
from his conception of mental life, he is looking around for a 
new guarantee of consecutiveness and coherence in behavior. 
He finds at hand the concept of the reflex arc, recently borrowed 
by psychology from physiology. But on examination he rejects 
it, for it makes activity “a patchwork of disjointed parts, a 
mechanical conjunction of unallied processes.”'* 

A burn does not merely induce us to jerk our finger from the 
flame. It brings not only a withdrawal reflex but at the same 

““The Psychology of Effort,” Philos. Rev., 1897, 6, 4J-56. 

At about this time Dewey rejects also the sharp distinction then prevailing 
between functional and structural psychology. The problem of Psychology, he says, 
is the total course of experience in the individual mind. The distinction between 
structuralism and functionalism seemed to him about as reasonable “as a division 
of botanists into rootists and flowerists.” (“Psychology as Philosophic Method,** 
Berkeley, Univ. Chronicle, 1899.) Yet in spite of this stricture Dewey’s own stress 
was so consistently upon the stream of consciuuness and so seldom upon its states 
that he must be classified with the functionalists. 

^Psychol. /?w., 1896, 3, 357-370. 

358 . 
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time a£Fects the ocular perception of the inviting flame in such a 
way that its stimulating character is forever changed. Or, we 
turn our head to catch a whisper. Is the act thus completed? 
No, our response is as closely related to the sound that is now 
becoming effective as it was to the unintelligible sound that 
served as the first stimulus. The stimuli of both the beginning 
and the end situation belong to the same act. Every reaction is 
a circuit, leading to a redistribution of stress and tension. Ad- 
justment is not a matter of response to a stimulus but of re- 
established rapport within one’s environment. 

III. Habits 

Dissatisfied with the reflex-arc, Dewey felt his way toward 
a unit that might better express the circuit character of all be- 
havior. Twenty-six years after his attack upon the reflex-arc 
he finally proposed habit as the unit most suitable for psy- 
chology to employ. 

Habit was not a new concept in Dewey’s thinking. On the 
contrary, it had always been a favorite with him. But in his 
early years he seemed content with the traditional definition 
in terms of the fusion of successive associations into one simul- 
taneous pattern. Then came the brilliant and melodramatic 
chapter by James that set a fashion hard to break. Though 
James, no less than Dewey, was a believer in an open universe 
and in man’s capacity to modify his behavior step by step, James 
was never troubled by the excessive rigidity he ascribed to habit. 
But Dewey, always more consistent than James, saw the con- 
sequences of this view and never subscribed to the ball-and-chain 
conception. 

He sought rather in his doctrine of habit to represent both 
the lag that is characteristic of human behavior and of social 
custom, and at the same time the adaptability and range of 
equivalence found in conduct. Habit, he also felt, should be 
credited with a dynamic or motivational character. When be- 
tween 1917 and 1922 he decided to dispense with instincts, the 
need for a dynamic unit, one that should be “assertive, insistent, 
self-penetrating” became all the more urgent.''' 

“Thf dates represent tlie publication of “The Need for a Social Psychology,” 
Psychol. Rev.y 24, 2^16-277, and Human Nature and Conduct y respectively. 
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In the following passage Dewey characterizes habit as he 
now conceived it, setting it against the traditional view estab- 
lished by James and the elder associationists: 

Wh 3 e it is admitted that the word habit has been used in a somewhat 
broader sense than is usual, we must protest against the tendency in 
psychological literature to limit its meaning to repetition. This usage 
is much less in accord with popular usage than is the wider way in 
which we have used the word. It assumes from the start the identity of 
habit with routine. Tendency to repeat acts is an incident of many habits 
but not of all. A man with the habit of giving way to anger may show 
his habit by a murderous attack upon someone who has offended. His 
act is nonetheless due to habit because it occurs only once in his life. The 
essence of habit is an acquired predisposition to ways or modes of response, 
not to particular acts except as, under special conditions, these express a 
way of behaving. Habit means special sensitiveness or accessibility to 
certain classes of stimuli, standing predilections and aversions, rather 
than bare recurrence of specific acts. It means will.*® 

Habits, though elements of behavior, are not independent 
of one another} the exercise and development of one afiFects all. 
Were it not so, our acts would be “simply a bundle, an untied 
bundle at that.”*^ Character could not exist. It is the consecu- 
tiveness and consistency among habits, achieved through a grad- 
ual process of selection, that constitute character. But be it noted 
that the selection occurs only through modifying surrounding 
conditions, not by fiat or will. Selection, or choice, becomes ef- 
fective when the organism learns to cooperate with environ- 
mental conditions in a deliberative manner} deliberation being 
nothing more than “an experiment in making various combi- 
nations of selected elements of habits and impulses, to see what 
the resultant action would be like if it were entered upon. De- 
liberation and will are a matter of trial acts executed incipiently 
in imagination not in overt fact.”*® 

Here Dewey’s conception of habit leads into his philosophy 
of morality. Indeed it is in the interests of ethics that the doc- 
trine of habits was evolved. It has a decidedly deductive cast. 
It is not advanced with experimental evidence, nor is it com- 

Human Nature and Conduct, 41 f. 

"Ibid., 38. 

"ibid., 190. 
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pared in any detail to similar units, especially auitudes, pro- 
posed by other psychologists.” 

Dewey’s conception of habit is not altogether successful; it is 
neither explicitly defined nor consistently employed. To give 
one example of inconsistency: after stating that repetition of 
acts is not the essential fact of habit Dewey later declares that 
“with habit alone there is a machine-like repetition, a duplicat- 
ing recurrence of old acts.”*® To add to the confusion we are 
told that habit covers “the very make-up of desire, intent, 
choice, disposition which gives an act its voluntary quality.”*' 
Because he ascribes so many contradictory attributes (variability 
and stability, lag and progress, compulsiveness and choice) to 
the habit mechanism, psychologists have failed to adopt 
Dewey’s account of it in detail. But the conception has had its 
influence none the less. 


IV. Motive 

To understand sympathetically Dewey’s psychology of mo- 
tivation it is necessary to grant his primary assumption that the 
first need of the organism is to live and to grow. What man 
wants is not so much the satisfaction of separate autochthonous 
drives as a way of controlling the environment in relation to 
the diversified and almost limitless array of goals involved in 
the life process. Even though our first wants are determined 
by what our body calls for, we soon come to want the instru- 
ments of satisfaction of these wants for their own sakes. Means 
and ends seldom are as sharply distinguished as instinct psy- 
chologists would have us believe. Even in primitive agricul- 

“ Here we have an example of the isolationism that afflicts Dewey’s psychology. 
Granted that relatively little work had been done in 1922 upon the perplexing 
problem of units of personality, still there were many contacts that he could have 
made with profit. 

Present-day readers of Dewey will do well to check his doctrine of habit 
against other comparable concepts. See W. McDougall, “Tendencies as Indis- 
pensable Postulates of all Psychology,” Paris: Proc. XI Internal. Congress of 
Psychology y 1937} likewise G. W, Allport, “Attitudes,” Handbook of Social Psy~ 
chologyy Worcester: Clark University Press, 1935, Ch. 17 j also Personality: A 
Psychological Interfretationy New York: Holt, 1935, Chs. 9-12. 

"Cf. Human Nature and Conducty 42 and 180. 

Dewey and Tufts, EthicSy revised edition (1932), 181. 
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tural societies man does not define his end to be the satisfaction 
of hunger as such. 

Agriculture is so complicated and loaded with all kinds of technical ac- 
tivities, associations, deliberations and social divisions of labor, that con- 
scious attention and interest are in the process and its content. Even in 
the crudest agriculture, means are developed to the point where they 
demand attention on their own account.*® 

This quotation, written twenty years before the publication 
of Human Nature and Conduct, contains the essence of Dewey’s 
later doctrine of motivation. Man, so Dewey is convinced, 
quickly loses sight of his simple original impulses. Motives are 
vastly more numerous than instincts — numerous as are orig- 
inal impulsive activities multiplied by the diversified conse- 
quences they produce as they operate under diverse condi- 
tions.”^® 

He has no use for sex,- hunger, anger, or fear, treated as if 
they were ^^lump forces, like the combustion or gravity of old- 
fashioned physical science.”*^ 

Even in the cases of hunger and sex, where the channels of action are 
fairly demarcated by antecedent conditions (or ‘nature’), the actual 
content and feel of hunger and sex, are indefinitely varied according 
to their social contexts. Only when a man is starving, is hunger an un- 
qualified natural impulse.*'* 

The treatment of sex by psycho-analysts is most instructive, for it 
flagrantly exhibits both the consequences of artificial simplification and 
the transformation of social results into psychic causes.*® 

Nor is Dewey well disposed toward the simple and sovereign 
motivational forces advanced by the simplicist social scientists. 

We have no generalized will to power, but only the inherent pressure 
of every activity for an adequate manifestation.*^ 

Egoism holds no appeal: 

“"“Interpretation of Savage Mind,’’ Psychol. Rev., 1902, 9, 217-230. 

^ Human Nature and Conduct , 122. 

^ Ibid.f 150. 

^IbU., ,53. 

"Loe. cit. 

^ Ibid., 141. 
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The fallacy consists in transforming the (truistic) fact of acting as 
a self into the fiction of acting always for self.** 

Hedonism is equally deceptive. The utilitarians are as far off as 
any other instinct-mythologists. 

Of all things [future pleasures and pains] lend themselves least readily 
to anything approaching a mathematical calculus.*® 

The present not the future is ours. And in the present we find 
that our motives are nothing more than impulses viewed as con- 
stituents of habit. Impulses never exist by themselves. The pri- 
mary fact in conduct is the habit. It is our habits that enable us 
to live — or someone else’s habits, as in infancy where the first 
determiners are parental habits. By the time the young child’s 
impulses rebel at parental regulation, he has his own habits of 
self-regulation. 

Only when impulses are acute and not taken care of in the 
ordinary habitual channels do they become actually decisive 
and prepotent in conduct, pivots upon which the reorganization 
of activities turns, giving new directions to old habits and re- 
shaping them. 

Impulses like stimuli are only mediative. Having once pro- 
voked a response, their own nature is altered. This back refer- 
ence of experience into impulse is simply an extension of 
Dewey’s doctrine of the evolving stimulus-response circuits 
with which he sought (in 1896) to replace the concept of the 
reflex-arc. Motives like all other units of behavior are constantly 
changing.®® 

The critique of Dewey’s motivational psychology takes vari- 
ous forms. McDougall is a sharp critic of its lack of incisive- 

^Ibid., i} 6 . 

^ Ilf id., 203 . 

” The consequences for ethics of this doctrine of evolving circuits is important. 
It follows that “good” conduct can never twice be the same. Only if impulse and 
habit were rigid to the point of immobility could exactly the same good ever recur. 
Since impulse and habit are in reality ever-changing, we must conclude that “ends 
are, in fact, literally endless, forever coming into existence as new activities occa- 
sion new consequences.” Human Nature and Conduct, 211. The good is a matter 
of rectifying fresent trouble through the cooperation of habit, impulse, and 
thought. Trouble is eternally fresh trouble, and “good” solutions are forever new. 
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ness." He objects that one cannot discover just how much 
dynamic force Dewey intends to ascribe to habit. Some habits 
Dewey clearly regards as mechanical, automatic, and as auxiliary 
to other forms of motivation. Other habits are “energetic and 
dominating ways of acting,” “ assertive, insistent, self-perpetuat- 
ing.” They are “propulsive” and moving always toward some 
end. Criteria are lacking for distinguishing between a habit that 
is motivational and one that is passively instrumental. 

Further, some psychologists, McDougall among them, are 
dissatisfied with the secondary role assigned to impulse and in- 
stinct. According to Dewey impulse arises only when habits 
prove inadequate to the perpetual task of coming to terms with 
the environment. Habits blocked engender impulse; but im- 
pulse is serviceable only for the restructuration of habits. And 
impulses are never twice the same. Such constant evolving and 
interweaving, stressing now habit and now impulse, is fatally 
opposed to all attempts at psychological classification. The tradi- 
tional thing to do is to erect a systematic psychology of mo- 
tivation upon the hypothesis of one simple and sovereign 
motivational force, or upon an assumption of a plurality of sepa- 
rate instincts, drives, desires, or wishes; it is even possible to 
handle compounds, fusions and hierarchies of motivational 
forces, together with their conditioning and modification so long 
as these motivational forces are named and defined. But when 
Dewey, or anyone else, proposes to take away the anchorage of 
fixed categories and fixed mechanisms, the possibility of concep- 
tual manipulation disappears and the science of human nature 
seems built not upon solid rock but upon shifting sand. 

Yet Dewey’s path may be that of wisdom. The desire to 
classify and to standardirx motivational forces is perhaps an 
instance of w'holly misguided taxonomic enterprise. Psychology 
may have to resign itself to the admission that motivation is 
unique, that no two habit systems, no two sets of impulses, no 
two ends-in-view are identical in different people. Regrettable 
as it may seem from the point of view of nomothetic science, 
there may be no escape from this conclusion. Dewey’s picture 


Atner . J . Sonol ., 1924, 29, 657-676. 
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of motivation may lack the incisiveness of McDougall’s, Freud’s, 
Kempf’s, or Murray’s, yet he may perceive more clearly than 
they the infinite variety of ways in which man can accomplish 
his primary task of adapting and growing within the surround- 
ing world. 

Although the picture of evolving motives, changing step by 
step as proximate goals are reached, successfully challenges the 
easy classifications of dynamic psychology, it leads at the same 
time to an exaggeration of change within any given individual. 
Dewey’s stress on evolving goals and evolving mechanisms takes 
his attention away from the stability of organization in the in- 
dividual personality. It is all to the good to conclude that mo- 
tives are not uniform within the species, that they grow with 
experience, and that they exist independently of their origins, 
involving peculiar blends of habit, impulse, and thought; but it 
is not helpful to be left without any way of conceiving the pat- 
terning of motives within personality over a range of years. He 
seems not to have asked himself how long-lived an interest may 
be, or how enduring a habit. Nor has he considered the variable 
range that thoughts and impulses may have and still retain the 
same essential significance for the individual. He deals, in short, 
more adequately with the progressive shifts in personality than 
with its stability of structure. 

V. Thought 

The problems of thought, or, as he now prefers to say, the 
problems of inquiry,’* have always been for Dewey a matter of 
major concern. We have already called attention to his doctrine 
that “thought is born as the twin of impulse in every moment 
of impeded habit.” Its function is to increase the meaning of the 
present experience and lead to novel solutions beyond what is 
possible through merely impulsive or routine (habitual) action. 
Yet thought is more ephemeral than either impulse or habit: 
“unless it is nurtured, it speadily ilies, and habit and instinct 
continue their civil warfare.”” Left to itself without training, 
thought accomplishes nothing. Without training it is unable to 

“Cf. Logic, 21. 

" Human Nature and Conduct, 171. 
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resist the idols and inadequate beliefs that beset every state of 
perplexity. Rapid, comforting solutions, the product of un- 
trained thought — sentimental, romantic, self- justifying fan- 
tasies — serve only to blunt the misery of the moment. Emotional 
disturbance, even though it is the original incentive to thought, 
is at the same time the chief cause of unwarranted belief and 
conviction. “Nothing is so easy to fool as impulse and no one is 
deceived so readily as a person under strong emotion.”** 

Dewey’s treatment of thought is thoroughgoing in its func- 
tionalism. Thought is always mind in use. It is not a matter of 
images, Bewusstheiteny or postures of consciousness. It is rather 
active search for coherent meaning serviceable to practical ac- 
tivity. Thought is an instrument virtually equated with intel- 
ligence. Both are the means by which we foresee the future, 
giving our next action order and direction.** 

Although Dewey assigns intellect an instrumental role, aux- 
iliary to impulse and habit, he gives it more significance than do 
the true anti-rationalists. 

Impulse is primary and intelligence is secondary and in some sense 
derivative. There should be no blinking of this fact. But recognition 
of it as a fact exalts intelligence. For thought is not the slave of impulse 
to do its bidding. . . . What intelligence has to do in the service of im- 
pulse is to act not as its obedient servant but as its clarifier and liberator. 
. . . Intelligence converts desire into plans. . . .** 

What he says of intelligence and thought is equally true for 
judgment, deliberation, reflection, and reason. They all have one 
and the same function: to restore that balance which because of 

^ Ibid., 255. 

** Here we must comment on Dewey’s lack of interest in cafacity psychology. 
Intelligence testing concerns him not at all. Anyone is capable of thinking and so 
improving his adaptations and mastery within his environment. A pupil labelled 
as hopeless, he points out, may react in a quick and lively fashion when the thing 
in hand seems to him worth while. He has likewise written, ‘‘Barring physical 
defect or disease, slowness and dullness in all directions are comparatively rare.” 
(How IVe Think, 35,) There is no homogeneous faculty of thought nor any 
uniform power of intelligence that would, because of differential possession, make 
education for some pupils unnecessar}’ and for others worthless. In short, individual 
differences in capacity are of far less consequence than is the fact that everyone 
can be taught to think more effectively than he does. 

^ Human Nature and Conduct, 254 f. 
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changing internal and external conditions is constantly inter- 
fered with in spite of all habit can do. Such a totally functional 
view leaves no room for fine distinctions between the various 
higher mental processes. They are all functionally equivalent. 
Dewey disdains the subleties of Denkfsychologie. Even in How 
We Think (1910) there is no mention of the flood of introspec- 
tive studies coming from the German and American laboratories 
of that time. He early lost interest in structural psychology. 
Apperception, the texture of ideas, the fusion of percepts, the 
feeling of relation, vanished from his writings. He cares only 
about the use of the states and processes of consciousness in the 
service of education for straight thinking. For this reason 
Dewey’s writings on thought are not a systematic contribution 
to the psychology of the higher mental processes. His nearest 
approach to an orderly analysis is the widely quoted five-fold 
steps in reflective thinking: (i) a felt difficulty; (ii) its location 
and definition; (iii) suggestion of possible solution; (iv) de- 
velopment by reasoning of the bearings of the suggestion; (v) 
further observation and experiment leading to its acceptance or 
rejection, that is, the conclusion of belief or disbelief.” 

The Logic (1938) adds little to the psychological analysis of 
thought, even though it regards psychology as “more directly 
concerned with the focal center of initiation and execution of in- 
quiry than are other sciences.”®* But just what psychology has 
to contribute is not explained. We do, however, find in the Logic 
two developments that have important bearings on psycholog- 
ical theory and practice. One is the author’s complete repudia- 
tion of the dualistic position. 

Although in the Logic Dewey does not free himself from sub- 
jective terminology, he is quite certain that terms like thought, 
judgment, idea, suggestion and reason can be interpreted in 
objective ways. He writes, “I ani not aware of any so-called 
merely ‘mental’ activity or result that cannot be described in 
the objective terms of organic activity modified and directed by 
symbols-meaning, or language, in its broad sense.”** The sub- 


^ How We Think, 72 . 
"‘Logic, 36 . 

’‘Ibid., 57 . 
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ject or self vanishes, and in its place Dewey establishes the 
“biological-cultural human being.” The felt needs and perplex- 
ities of this biological-cultural being are not to be viewed as 
subjective j they arise because “the situation is inherently doubt- 
ful.” It is not a hunger drive, for example, that leads to search- 
ing behavior but rather a whole problematic situation in which 
the organic imbalance of hunger plays an interdependent part 
with all other phases of the situation; “The habit of disposing 
of the doubtful as if it belonged only to us rather than to the 
existential situation in which we are caught and implicated is an 
inheritance from subjectivistic psychology.”*® 

It is true that possible solutions present themselves as ideas, 
“but an idea is merely an organic anticipation of what will hap- 
pen when certain operations are executed under and with respect 
to observed conditions.”** The organism is caught in an inde- 
terminate situation requiring some transformation for the or- 
ganism’s own welfare. Then follows a progression of finer 
discriminations and better objective relationships, until a bal- 
anced condition ensues. The resolution of indeterminate situa- 
tions suggests Kohler’s principle of requiredness, and the 
reduction of the problem to what is objectively accessible — the 
methodological procedure — ^recalls contemporary operational 
behaviorism. 

The second concept in the Logic of special significance for 
psychology is that of the “situation.” Suggestive as it is of the 
“field” of Gestalt theorists, “situation” has considerably broader 
reference. It is more than a mere perceptual field. Psychologists 
err in treating perception in an isolated way, apart from many 
other eflFective parts of the situation. “In actual experience, there 
is never any such isolated singular object or event; an object or 
event is always a special part, phase, or aspect, of an environing 
experienced world — a situation.”** And Dewey goes so far as 
to deny the capacity of psychology to study the nature of a prob- 
lematic situation in its entirety. 

One of the failures of perception psychology is its neglect of 

Ibid.y 106 . 

109 . 

*"lbid,, 67 , 
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the economic and political conditions that are important factors 
in many, if not most, of the indeterminate conditions that we 
are striving to resolve. Perceptually we are usually unaware of 
such important influences as these. The cultural and social sci- 
ences recognize them, and psychology would do well to allow 
more generously than it does for the unconscious influence upon 
conduct of our status, our memberships, and the times in which 
we live. 

With its operational and Gestalt flavor, and with its accept- 
ance of situational and cultural determinism, the Logic brings 
Dewey’s general philosophy of human behavior to mature ex- 
pression, but adds little to the narrower psychology of thought. 

VI. Educational Psychology 

The secret of Dewey’s great devotion to education lies in his 
conviction that no man ever realized his potentialities merely 
by being left alone. If democracy is, as he believes, the most 
advanced way of community living, it must be continually born 
anew in every generation, for man’s original nature by no means 
leads to the spontaneous exercise of the powers of inquiry and 
self-reorganization that is demanded by democratic life. A set 
of cheap and easy absolutes may satisfy adherents of a totali- 
tarian state but not of democracy. The authentic democrat takes 
fright at the appearance of rigid formulations set for the guid- 
ance of his conduct. He is satisfied only with an educational 
policy that keeps the mind limber, and enables it to participate 
in its own destiny. Especially objectionable are those psycho- 
logical theories that set fixed limits to the capacity of human 
beings for self-improvement. A rigid doctrine of instinct, for 
example, may be used to discourage educational progress and 
so lead to the defeat of the democratic ideal of participation by 
all. Even the conception of the conkant I.Q. savors of conserva- 
tive aristocracy. 

Among psychological theories that lead to educational stag- 
nation Dewey attacks imitation. There is, of course, no instinct 
of imitation, and if imitativeness is encouraged in the child by 
routine drill, it inhibits his power to re-make old habits. Drill at 
best generates skill in a -particular performance. In itself it does 
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not lead to new perceptions of bearings and connections. The 
environment constantly changes, and since this is so any stereo- 
typed way of acting may become disastrous at some critical 
moment. A vaunted, highly-trained skill may then turn out to 
be merely a gross ineptitude. Learning must bring with it capac- 
ity for constant adaptation. Every skill should be transferable, 
every hypothesis tentative, every channel of thought versatile 
in its combination and intercommunication with other channels; 
for education is that “reconstruction or reorganization of experi- 
ence which adds to the meaning of experience, and which in- 
creases ability to direct the course of subsequent experience.”** 

A properly formulated psychology will inevitably work hand 
in hand with the instrumental ideal of education. True psy- 
chology is itself “a conception of democracy,” for it believes in 
the efficacy of training, of communication, participation and ac- 
tion, as ways of changing human conduct. It does not deal with 
absolutes. Rather, it proceeds step by step, asking what the or- 
ganism is going to do next. And it marches hand in hand with 
the ethics of instrumentalism asking what it is better to do next. 

Psychology provides the teacher with tools for discrimina- 
tion and analysis. She cannot deal with a total, unanalyzed per- 
sonality. She needs Instruments of discernment to confront a 
personality in the forming. Specifically, psychology must tell 
the teacher what stimuli shall be presented to the sense-organs 
to obtain a desired result; what stable complexes of associations 
may be created; what coordinations and adaptations can be 
evoked and what their effect will be. Hence the application of 
psychology to education is the only way of achieving particular 
ends within the broadly conceived ethical goal of democracy and 
self-realization. 

The close linkage between psychology and education is a 
long-standing conviction with Dewey. As early as 1889 he en- 
titled his Introduction to the Principles and Practice of Educa- 
tion Applied Psychology.** And in 1895 in The Psychology of 
Number he again insisted that only a knowledge of psychology 

^Democracy aud Education ( 1916 ), 89 . 

** J. A. McLellan was co-author of both Afflied Psychology and The Psychol- 
ogy of Number. 
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will supply education with the conditions which will enable 
psychical functions to mature and to pass into higher stages of 
integration. 

The true purity of psychology as a science exists only in its 
application, never apart from it. If psychology is not actively 
concerned with education, or health, or adaptive thought, or 
social relations, then it has no reason for being. To be a science 
lockstitched with life is the highest tribute Dewey can pay 
psychology. He has only scorn for the snobbish notion that ap- 
plied knowledge is somehow less worthy or less desirable than 
pure knowledge. 

Yet Dewey does not fall into the trap of psychologism. He 
does not regard psychology as all-powerful and all-inclusive. 
It cannot, for instance, supply us with our ideals for education, 
nor can it test the correctness of thought nor the value of con- 
duct. But it can give us a definite base line from which to measure 
ethical claims by telling whether ideals are attainable, and how 
to go about attaining them. 

All these considerations lead Dewey to foster the closest and 
friendliest relations between education and psychology. He sees 
psychology as an infant science, perhaps offering little as yet 
to the cause of sound pedagogy. But great is his faith that ulti- 
mately the psychology of functional and organic development 
will expand, dealing more adequately than now with progres- 
sive adaptations within complex situations. Such a psychology 
will implement and advance immeasurably the aims of educa- 
tion and therewith the aims of democracy itself. 

VII. Social and Political Psychology 

As early as 1899 Dewey made the striking observation that 
the system of postulates and theories that one adopts in psychol- 
ogy is likely to be politically conditioned.^’ In particular the 
estimate people place upon the significance of individuality varies 
according to the political frame within which psychology is writ- 
ten. An aristocracy sees the individual as unimportant unless the 
individual is of the higher classes. Apologists for the status quo 

* ‘‘Psychology as Philosophic Method,” Berkeley : University Press, 1899. Re- 
printed as “Consciousness and Experience” in The Influence of Darvnn on Philoso- 
phy and Other Essays (1910), 242-270. 



INDIVIDUAL AND SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY 283 

draw support from psychological doctrines that declare human 
nature to be virtually unalterable/® In present times Dewey 
could find additional proof for his contention in the psycho- 
logical dicta of the National Socialist and Communist ideologies. 
His recognition of the ideological factor, it should be noted, 
antedates the work of Mannheim and other Wissenssoziologen. 

So important to Dewey are the political consequences of 
psychological theory that he takes considerable pains to discredit 
social psychologies that seem to him undemocratic in their 
orientation. He does not combat these theories by marshalling 
contradictory evidence but repudiates them frankly upon the 
basis of their ideological affiliations. What Dewey wants is a 
psychology compatible with democracy and he rejects any men- 
tal science having contrary implications. His opposition to the 
theory of fixed instincts, to the French school of Imitation, to 
Durkheim’s school of the collective mind, can be understood on 
this ground, likewise his suspiciousness of capacity psychology 
and his discrediting of the intelligence quotient. 

Other concepts are equally uncongenial to him. He has little 
use for Wundtian folk-psychology, since it employs the rubrics 
of introspective psychology. In fact, introspective categories, he 
holds, are the chief cause for the backwardness of social psy- 
chology.^^ Interestingly enough, he rejects the dualism of in- 
trospective psychology partly for its political implications. 

Those who wish a monopoly of social power find desirable the separation 
of habit and thought, action and soul, so characteristic of history. For 
the dualism enables them to do the thinking and planning, while others 
remain the docile, even if awkward, instruments of execution. Until 
this scheme is changed, democracy is bound to be perverted in realiza- 
tion.*® 

Dewey compels even a metaphysical postulate to give way un- 
less it is democratically oriented. 

^ *‘Tlie ultimate rcfu[,'^e of the standpatter in every fieUl, education, religion, 
]>olitics, industrial and domestic life, has been the notion of an alleged fixed struc- 
ture of mind. As long as mind is conceived as an antecedent and ready-made thing, 
institutions and customs may be regarded as its offspring.” Psychol. Rev. (1917), 
i 4 , 273. 

^"'‘Thc Need for Social Psychology,” Psychol. Rev. (1917), 24, 271. 

^ Human Nature and Conduct^ 72. 
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To complete his list of rejections, Dewey discounts all social 
psychology that neglects the outside forces that play upon the 
organism. For unless we believe in the potency of the environ- 
mental situation, it does no good to press for social reform. Even 
in 1917, when he favored the hypothesis of instincts, he insisted 
that instincts become real events only when they are related to 
the situation. Besides instinct or impulse the rubrics of social 
psychology must include many others — habit, discrimination, 
thought, coordination, adaptation, and custom. Custom is par- 
ticularly significant, for it supplies the inescapable framework of 
conception within which individual thinking is compelled to 
move.** 

Custom is the first teacher of habits, and it is the primary duty 
of social psychology to illuminate the ways in which customs 
shape habits, and with them desires, beliefs, and purposes. Social 
psychology rests, of course, directly upon the biological or func- 
tional psychology that the previous pages have described. Both 
begin with the living organism engaged in some act, some co- 
ordination. When this coordination is interrupted, when an in- 
adequate habit is broken up, we have the possibility of new 
coordination, novel conduct, effected through impulse, discrimi- 
nation, attention, association and thought. This brief formula 
sets the problems for individual psychology, but whenever cus- 
tom plays a part in the new coordination, or when other individ- 
uals are involved, social psychology is called for. 

Some of the special problems of social psychology arise when 
new coordinations are frustrated and the reconstruction of habits 
prevented. In such a case emotion rises like a tide. Perhaps this 
emotion will be diverted into side channels of substitute habits 

* It should be noted that in his most recent book, the Logic, Dewey widens his 
concept of framework to include not only custom, but also physical conditions such 
as soil, sea, mountains, climate, tools, and. machines. Conduct is only in part 
determined by subjective wants, beliefs, and skill, and only in part by the social 
frame of custom. Both in turn are conditioned by physical phenomena and their 
laws. By stressing here physical and ecological factors, Dewey diminishes propor- 
tionately the place he would give to psychology in accounting for social life. 
Indeed, he says explicitly that his broadened account of the nature of the surround- 
ing situation is ‘‘fatal to the view that social sciences are exclusively, or even 
dominantly, psychological.” Logic, 492. 
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and disperse itself aimlessly. But perhaps it will rise higher and 
be met by corresponding emotions in other people. There may 
result a wave of enthusiasm for some reform, or a violent reac- 
tion against some threatening novelty. In any case the conditions 
of the so-called mob mind are fulfilled. The crowd and mob 
come into existence because of a disintegration of habits which 
releases impulses that can be manipulated by skilled dema- 
gogues and by propaganda. 

Far more stable than the crowd or the mob are the group, the 
club, the political party. It is this level of human association that 
interests Dewey particularly, for it is here that the public exists 
and democratic activity is achieved. 

The Public and Its Problems sets forth the broad framework 
of a system of political psychology, much as does Hobbes’ 
Leviathan^ Rousseau’s Social Contract, or McDougall’s Grou-p 
Mind. But Dewey’s views agree with none of his predecessors. 
He rejects all time-honored conceptions of the common will, 
the Sovereign People, the group mind, and the Great Society. 
Political groupings, he insists, have no super-personal character. 
Nor are they based upon social instincts. Wants, choices and pur- 
poses are diverse acts of single human beings, not springing 
from any native social propensity. 

A public, instead of being a mystical entity or the expression 
of social instinct, is nothing but the by-product of social activity 
between individuals. So long as A and B have direct private 
transactions no public is involved. But let the consequences of 
their transactions extend beyond their own lives, affecting the 
lives and welfare of others, and a public, based on common in- 
terest, springs into being. In itself such a public is unorganized 
and formless, comprised merely of common segments of certain 
individuals’ interests. One public is created by the existence of 
motor cars, another by the existence of schools, another by the 
practice of taxation. As soon as officials are elected, or in some 
other way recognized, the formless public becomes organized. 
The officials themselves, of course, are single beings, but they 
exercise special powers designed to protect the common interests 
of the members. A comprehensive public articulated and operat- 



286 


GORDON W. ALLPORT 


ing through officers who are expected to subordinate their pri- 
vate interests for the good of all, is a State.*® 

Unfortunately the same forces which have brought about our 
form of democratic state have brought about conditions which 
impede the effective practice of democracy. Technology alone 
has created many publics, with conflicting interests. Each of us 
is a member of many unrelated, and sometimes even antagonistic 
groups. For us to elect an official who represents all of our 
diversified interests is impossible. We do not even understand 
the vast industrial and economic enterprises with which we are 
related in we know not how many ways, and for that reason do 
not know even in what direction our interests lie. Our so-called 
popular elections often express nothing more than the will of a 
certain group of financial forces, propagandists, or selfish lead- 
ers. There results an “eclipse of the public.” Democracy be- 
comes ineffective. 

These observations of the plight of an “inchoate and unor- 
ganized” democratic public lead Dewey to plead for the inven- 
tion of new ways of securing full expression of the wants and 
interests of whole personalities. Free discussion concerning pub- 
lic policy will helpj information on matters now reserved for 
the expert alone will also help. We need education to free us 
from stereotyped emotional habits centering around signs and 
symbols, to give us greater latitude of communication. Freedom 
of communication is especially needed. 

Dewey’s picture of the ineffective functioning of democracy 
is realistic and sorrowful. Probably few will question its correct- 
ness, and all believer? in democracy will subscribe to his pro- 
posed educational remedies. He is never more convincing than 
in his repeated demonstration that the improvement of the 
methods and conditions of debate, discussion and deliberation 
are necessary for the support of democracy. Each public must 
become a participant public, every member helping to shape its 
destiny. Becoming active within the publics to which we belong, 
we find our own well-being. 

It is here, however, that one serious difficulty arises. Does 
Dewey himself see the* inherent contradiction that exists be- 

** The Public and Its Problems^ 67. 
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tween his advocacy of the community of whole individuals as 
the ideal unit of public organization, and his hope to harmonize 
the segmental types of public based upon common but highly 
specialized interests? The latter type of public, as he admits, is 
an abstraction derived from the separation of one partial seg- 
ment of life from the remainder of that life. A single individual 
may belong to many, many publics. His interests as an individ- 
ual are not truly fulfilled by his being partially included in 
multiple groups. If a given citizen is, say, a veteran, a “dry,” 
a believer in free trade, a broker, a motorist, a home owner, an 
urbanite, a pacifist, how shall he vote to gain total inclusion for 
his pattern of interests? Or what groups shall he join that will 
bring unity into his life? As complications develop under mod- 
ern conditions, total inclusion of the personality in specialized 
publics becomes increasingly difficult to achieve.®* In a simple, 
primitive community such inclusion may conceivably be accom- 
plished, but not under the complex conditions of modern society. 

The question is then how to reconcile personality as an ethical 
end with the inevitable increase in the number of special publics 
that include mere segments of the personality and never the 
whole. In advocating the face-to-face community Dewey is on 
solid enough ground; but such a totally inclusive community 
cannot be achieved by the multiplication of partial publics sepa- 
rated in space. More and more vigorous participation in the 
segmental activities of a democratic state will not achieve unity 
for the individual.The problem is a serious one and it remains, 
in spite of Dewey’s efforts, unsolved. 

VIII. Conclusion 

What is the nature of John Dewey’s influence on modern 
psychology? That an answer is not to be sought in conventional 
directions is clear from our present survey. He is not a laboratory 
psychologist; there is no record of his conducting a controlled 
experiment, nor devising nor administering a psychological 
test. In his bibliography we had only one minor and now for- 
gotten observational study (on infant language). He has not 
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dealt clinically with single cases. He has created no systematic 
classifications to guide psychologists in their researches, nor has 
he founded a well-defined school of psychology. Though he 
spends much time in evaluating psychology, he makes no use 
of the accumulated researches in its archives. He is thus not an 
historian nor a bibliographer. He does virtually none of the 
things that present-day psychologists are supposed to do. 

Yet he writes extensively on the very subjects that psychol- 
ogists are interested in, and he has fashioned his views into a 
coherent scheme. Is he than a systematist? Many psychologists 
would say no, for the system Dewey oflFers is of such nature that 
it lacks fixed points of reference. It is elusive and difficult to 
grasp. The reciprocal interpenetration of impulse, habit and 
thought, the continuous relating of these functions with the 
properties of the environment, which in turn is regarded as con- 
tinuously evolving in terms of the properties of both the or- 
ganism and the environment as related — such a flux of processes 
and events makes it difficult for the psychologist to gain a 
familiar hold. He finds it much easier to redact his observations 
into the fixed categories of behaviorism, Freudianism, hormic 
psychology or even the elder categories of structuralism and 
simple Jamesian functionalism. Evolving circuits may indeed 
be, as Dewey insists, the course of mental life, but spiraling 
processes mdce orderly analysis in terms of separate variables 
impossible. Unless situations remain fixed and can be relied upon 
to recur, how can the pychologist plot those definite functions 
that are said to constitute scientific law, or having plotted them 
how can he apply them to ever novel situations? 

But Dewey is unmoved by such criticism. To those who wish 
to work only with fixed categories and isolable variables he re- 
plies: 

When wc assume that our clefts and bunches represent fixed separations 
and collections in rerum natura, we obstruct rather than aid our trans- 
actions with things. We are guilty of a presumption which nature 
promptly punishes. We are rendered incompetent to deal effectively with 
the delicacies and novelties of nature and life.** 


Human Nature and Conduct, 131 . 
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It is this warning, repeated with all manner of variations in 
his writings, that constitutes one secret of Dewey’s influence. He 
has taught his readers to be wary of “clefts and bunches.” His 
insistence upon the complete process of coSrdination leads them 
to be suspicious of the fragments produced by neat analysis. 
When the laboratory wheels turn and the knives cut, and some 
exuberant investigator holds up an exdsed segment of be- 
havior for acclaim, Deweyites are not edified. They know that 
true statements cannot be made about fragments snatched from 
their natural context. They have little use for a psychology that 
isolates separate functions within the total course of experience, 
and prefer a thoroughgoing organismic psychology, preferably 
one that has a strong social emphasis. 

It is another mark of Dewey’s influence that he has made 
psychological propositions indispensable to philosophy. Morals, 
for him, deal with aims as they are tied to wants, habits, and 
choice; and wants, habits and choice are whatever psychology 
says they are. Logic is the science of inquiry, but the act of in- 
quiry can proceed only according to psychological canons. Art 
is experience, but experience must be revealed by a study of 
typical attitudes and habits which psychology identifies. Politics 
too depends upon psychological discoveries concerning the na- 
ture of communication, discussion, and persuasion. At every step 
education likewise must employ psychological rubrics and rules. 
The whole pragmatic philosophy of proximate goals, next steps, 
“ends that are literally endless” must tie in at every point with 
a psychology that treats the successive stages of organic conduct. 
Dewey’s own interests are primarily normative, but he con- 
stantly exposes his norms to the actualities of human conduct. 
It is because he does so that one feels that psychology has a part 
to play in human progress. Human betterment becomes plausi- 
ble and practicable, and psychology leceives recognition and 
boundless encouragement. 

Finally, deep and far-reaching significance, lies in Dewey’s 
perception of the inherent relation between psychology and 
democracy. Psychology is in essence the science of democratic 
living: 
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The cause of modern civflization stands and falls with the ability of the 
individual to serve as its agent and bearer. And psychology is naught 
but the account of the way in which individual life is thus progressively 
maintained and reorganized. Psychology is the attempt to state in de- 
tail the machinery of the individual considered as the instrument and 
organ through which social action operates. 

Psychology studies progressive mental adaptation; democracy 
is the means of achieving that adaptation. The two must go 
hand in hand. Both have to do with human experiments in liv- 
ing. While psychology provides the knowledge with which to 
make democracy effective, democracy provides the congenial, 
progressive, beneficial frame in which psychology can be pro- 
ductive. 

In 1939 Dewey’s perception is seen for its true brilliance. It 
is true beyond shadow of doubt that within no other frame than 
democracy does psychological inquiry proceed with even a rela- 
tive freedom, and equally true that the perils and weakness of 
democracy are to a large extent psychological in origin and 
must be psychological in cure. The times have caught up with 
Dewey. We realize at last what he has long contended, that 
without democracy psychology cannot succeed, and without 
psychology democracy will surely fail. 

Gordon W. Allport 

Department of Psychology 

Harvard University 

“ “The Significance of the Problem of Knowledge,” in The Influence of Dor- 
win on Philosophy and Other Essays (1910), 302. 
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DEWEY’S ETHICAL THEORY 
I 

O NE of the later chapters of The Quest for Certainty is en- 
titled “The Supremacy of Method.” The phrase is ar- 
resting, for, usually at least, we think of a method as in the 
nature of the case something instrumental and subordinate. A 
method is a procedure of some kind, an ordered sequence of 
operations, physical or mental, which is intended to effect a 
result. If the intended result does not come to pass our sup- 
posed method is no method at all. Methods are justified only 
by their success} results derive none of their worth from the 
method by which they have been brought to pass. Thus su- 
premacy seems an attribute or status to which no method can 
properly lay claim. By definition, those patterns of behavior 
which we call methods are set apart from “consummatory” pat- 
terns — ^which, for their brief moment of concrete realization in 
experience at least, are their own excuse for being and ask no 
ulterior justification. In this way, these latter may be said to 
enjoy a kind of “supremacy” over those step-by-step procedures 
of the experiencing individual which bring about their con- 
crete realization and look to this for justification. 

The supremacy which Professor Dewey ascribes to method 
is however of another kind. When we declare that no method 
can be supreme we mean that, for an individual conforming his 
procedure to such a pattern, what is legislative is obviously the 
result which he desires and intends. Our standpoint in making 
such a statement is that of the individual whose employment of 
the method we are observing and in whose place we have put 
ourselves. On the other hand. Professor Dewey’s standpoint in 
the chapter in question Is that of a logician or epistemologist who 
views employment of method with his own special problems in 
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mind, seeking an explanation of the actual agent’s conceptions 
and categories. The agent, let us say (following Professor 
Dewey), becomes suddenly aware of an environment over- 
against him and of a character of doubtfulness, uncertainty, peril- 
ousness, threatfulness suflFusing or clouding it more o. less 
darkly. This character is objective in a perfectly realistic sense, as 
objective as any particular quality or detail which the environ- 
ment presents. It is accordingly an environment in itself in- 
herently precarious that must be faced with such fortitude and 
detachment as the agent can muster and then grasped as a whole 
as problematic. Determinations of “here” and “now” and “there” 
and “then” must be made— distinctions of “this” and “that,” of 
“thing” and “quality,” of “I” and “we” and “it,” of “mind” 
and “body” and “outer world.” These determinations and con- 
cepts emerge in, and as aids towards, the analysis and articula- 
tion of the situation at first taken as a whole in its problematic 
character. The whole array makes up an inventory of “the 
intellectual phase of mental action.’” The intellectual, the emo- 
tional and the volitional phases together constitute the indi- 
visible unity of mental action. By way of definition of the 
mental. Professor Dewey states that it is in the degree that 
responses (of the “organism”) take place to the doubtful as 
the doubtful “that they acquire mental quality.’” Further, if 
the responses of the “organism” are “such as to have a directed 
tendency to change the precarious and -problematic^ into the 
secure and resolved, they are intellectual as well as mental.”* 
It lies in the province of other contributors to the present 
volume to set forth and discuss these views at length. My own 
concern with them is only to point out that they issue in Pro- 
fessor Dewey’s conception of the supremacy of method and 
illustrate the sense in which he holds it. “. . . inquiry,” he 
writes, 

^ The Quest for Certainty y 226. 

* lbid,y 225. 

* Italics mine. Apparently apprehension of a situation as problematic is, or at 
least may be, pre-intellectual. If so, the intellectual phase must be introduced or 
brought about by the factor of “direction” to which reference seems to be made. 

I find the conception of objective doubtfulness or precariousness difiicult but that 
of objective “problcmaticality” still more so. 

* Ibid,y 225. 
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is a set of operations in which problematic situations are disposed of and 
settled. Theories which have been criticized [above] all rest upon a dif- 
ferent supposition; namely, that the properties of the states and acts of 
mind involved in knowing are capable of isolated determination — of de- 
scription apart from overt acts that resolve indeterminate and ambiguous 
situations. The fundamental advantage of forming our account of the 
organs and processes of knowing on the pattern of what occurs in experi- 
mental inquiry is that nothing is introduced save what is objective and 
is accessible to examination and report.” 

Thus experimental inquiry, or method, is the locus within 
which, or the supreme principle by which, conceptions of philos- 
ophy that are really significant can be understood. It is in this 
sense, according to Professor Dewey, that method — that is to 
say, the method of experimental inquiry — is supreme. 

All this, of course, is an integral part of the general argument 
of The Quest for Certainty. We have now to note that such 
a use of the expression, “the supremacy of method” is in no 
way inconsistent with the view that method, considered as a 
procedure of the actual knower, engaged not in epistemological 
inquiry but in the direct solution of a first-hand problem in his 
experience, is not and cannot be “supreme.” This, in fact, I 
take to be the view of Professor Dewey; at all events it seems 
to me to be implicit in the naturalism which is the dominant 
theme of his later major writings. For, according to Professor 
Dewey, the situation presenting itself to the knower is first of 
all and characteristically doubtful, and doubtfulness means es- 
sentially the imminence of more or less of peril. The situation 
is precarious. “That which is precarious” might, in fact, serve as 
the very definition of a situation, for to say what we mean by 
the term “precarious” is impossible without exhibiting, in its 
full tensional articulation of component elements, the general- 
ized form of precisely what is realistically present to the 
knower as his environment in a particular case of problem- 
solving. The situation before him, perhaps we had better say, is 
not so much “precarious” as a ■particular '^precariousnessP Pre- 
cariousness, which is of the essence, or at least a property, of a 
situation, is, for Professor Dewey, necessarily as objective as 


'Ibid., aJ9. 
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the other component elements which become apparent on a more 
analytic view. It is the knower’s first awakener or cue to action 
in his role 5 the articulation of the situation, to which more par- 
ticular attention must at once be given, tends to obscure the 
initial and pervasive aspect. Thus precariousness apprehended 
is the occasion for the knower’s resort to method — if control 
of the emotions, patience, and perhaps the “delight in the 
problematic” which is the mark of a disciplined mind make this 
possible.® But until it is called thus into play, method is in 
abeyance. Only then can method set about its work. Its work 
done, method subsides again into inaction. “Were existing con- 
ditions wholly good, the notion of possibilities to be realized 
would never emerge,”’ and without emergence of this notion, 
method would be superfluous and as good as non-existent. In 
Kant’s words, a method in this type of situation is a “formula 
of skill, to be used as needed,”® and, as such, cannot be supreme. 

I have said “in this type of situation.” Is there then, after all, 
another type of situation in our experience, differing from the 
perhaps more frequent and obvious one in which method must 
be merely instrumental and subordinate? If so, what different 
relation to method is characteristic of this type of situation? 
Are there situations in our experience which, instead of “releas- 
ing” method for action, are themselves brought into existence 
and urgency by it and must therefore acknowledge it as in so far 
“supreme?” Is it really and universally true that were existing 
conditions wholly good, “the notion of possibilities to be realized 
would never emerge?” Is the “fear of violent death,” which 
was Hobbes’ equivalent for the apprehension of objective “pre- 
cariousness,” the sole and ultimate source of all reflection and 
all knowledge? And if not, are there then, besides those situ- 
ations of the more frequent sort that frighten method out of 
dormancy and compel mankind on pain of death or misery to 
move forward, other situations also, coming into view and 
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urgency through an alert initiative and incitement of method 
itself? 

1 trust that, as we proceed, these questions will lose their 
possible appearance of gratuitous artificiality. For I believe that 
from an ethical point of view it matters little, perhaps not at all, 
whether precariousness is regarded as a comment of ours upon 
situations or as an entity or character objectively present, like 
heat or gravitation, in them. Whether predominantly emotional 
or cognitive, the awareness or “acknowledgment” of precarious- 
ness is not ground in which the ethical interest can take its rise 
and grow. A precarious situation is one in which what we already 
prize and are determined to prize is endangered. In an ethical 
situation nothing is for us in danger but our success in achieving 
what shall be better worth our prizing. To identify these two 
dangers is to empty individual experience and human history of 
all distinctive meaning. 

II 

In the Ethics of 1908* Professor Dewey introduces the theo- 
retical part of the work with an analysis of the “moral situ- 
ation,’”” There are, we read, 

two differing types of conduct; two differing ways in which activity 
is induced and guided by ideas of valuable results. In one case the end 
presents itself directly as desirable, and the question is only as to the 
steps or means of achieving this end. . . . Such is the condition of things 
•wherever one end is taken for granted by itself •without any considera- 
tion of its relationship to other ends. It is then a technical rather than 
a moral affair ... a question of taste and of skill. . . . There are many 
different roads to most results, and the selection of this path rather 
than that, on the assumption that either path actually leads to the end, 
is an intellectual, aesthetic, or executive, rather than an ethical matter. 
. . . The moral fesue does not arise. . . . 

However there are cases in which our choice has to be, not of 
a particular path or means to a given end which latter there has 

*By John Dewey and James H. Tufts. The preface designates the respective 
shares of the work for which the authors are primarily responsible. 

”ln the “revised edition” of 1931 a shortened and simplified statement is given 
under the caption "Reflective Morality and Ethical Theory” (171). In both 
versions the terms "moral” and “ethical” appear to be used interchangeably, as do 
also the terms “right” and “good.” 
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been no occasion to question, but of some one end from among 
a number or of an end which shall supplant alL In such a case, 

Let the value of one proposed end be felt to be really incompatible 
with that of another, let it be felt to be so opposed as to appeal to a 
different kind of interest and choice, in other words, to different kinds 
of disposition and agency, and we have a moral situation. . . . We have 
[now] alternative ends so heterogeneous that choice has to be made; 
an end has to be developed out of conflict. The problem now becomes, 
what [end] is really valuable, [and this decision inevitably involves the 
theoretical question], what is the nature of the valuable, of the desir- 
able? . . . 

This, however, is only an objective rendering of the ultimate 
ethical question, which, adequately stated, runs in terms of 
personality or character. The ^^nature^^ of the valuable is that 
it makes the ‘^supreme appeal.” But what makes the ^^supreme 
appeal” to any man depends upon ^Vhat sort of an agent, of 
a person,” that man is. And therefore, 

This is the question finally at stake in any genuinely moral situation: 
What shall the agent be} What sort of character shall he assume? . . . 
What kind of a character shall control further desires and deliberations? 
When ends are genuinely incompatible, no common denominator can 
be found except by deciding what sort of character is most highly prized 
and shall be given supremacy 

The ends in an ethical situation are, then, variously described 
in the above as incompatible, discrepant, heterogeneous, opposed. 
They get in each other’s way; they cannot readily be measured 

”Pp, 206-210. The statement of the revised edition is, in substance, as fol- 
lows; ^‘Moral theory begins, in germ, when anyone asks, ‘Why should I act thus 
and not otherwise?’ . . . ‘What right has anyone to frown upon this way of acting 
and impose that other way?’ . . . Moral theory cannot emerge when there is 
positive belief as to what is right and what is wrong, for then there is no occa- 
sion for reflection. It emerges when men arc confronted with situations in which 
different desires promise opposed goods and in which incompatible courses of 
action seem to be morally justified. . . . When an individual is tempted to do 
something which he is convinced is wrong [the occasion is not one] of moral 
theory. We have such an occasion when one is ‘torn between two duties’ . . . 
between incompatible values . . . each of which is an undoubted good in its place 
but which now get in each other’s way. [One] is forced to reflect in order to 
come to a decision. Moral theory is a generalized extension of the kind of think- 
ing in which he now engages.” (173-175-) 



DEWEY’S ETHICAL THEORY 


299 

and chosen, one as against the others, because no common de- 
nominator can be found in terms of which to express their rela- 
tive worth. In an ethical situation, that is to say, the rival ends 
toward which the individual finds himself attracted are found 
to be incommensurable — this perhaps is the best description 
— whereas in the typical situation of end and means the end is 
unquestioned and the possible ways of accomplishing it are 
commensurable in terms of the time they require, their cost 
in physical effort or in money, their incidental advantages or 
drawbacks and the like. It cannot, of course, be held that the 
measurement of commensurable means is necessarily an easier 
or simpler matter than the consideration of incommensurable 
ends. Measurement of the means may be quite difficult in par- 
ticular cases; but the difficulty lies in factual uncertainties as to 
cause and effect attaching to the various means, not in the ab- 
sence of significant and decisive standards of measure. Toward 
whatever is for us once definitely in the category of means we 
are ordinarily, in the end, quite ruthless. In general, and bar- 
ring occasional qualms of affectionate regret in discarding an 
ancient typewriter or an old coat, we value means, when the 
question can no longer be put off, for what they can do for us. 
Their failure of performance is evident in retardation, inter- 
ruption, break-down of activities of ours which they have been 
serving. There are as many ways of estimating their worth, as 
many common denominators for comparing them with possible 
substitutes, as there are ways in which they can show themselves 
doubtful, “precarious,” or threatening. 

If then there is In our experience a type of situation requiring 
in some distinctive sense to be set apart as ethical, I hold that 
the reason lies only in the incommensurability of the ends whose 
rivalry initially constitutes it. If incommensurability is only an 
illusion of impatience which may speedily dissolve, then there is 
no ethics. If there is a field of ethics that is to be more than a 
grudgingly tolerated annex to biology, then this Is because we 
find ourselves sometimes confronted with choices which no avail- 
able rule of conduct or conceptual standard is found competent to 
make for us. That there are such situations In the experience of 
individual persons and in the history of any free society cannot, I 
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think, be questioned. It is true that many questions apparently 
about ends are, as Professor Dewey has s^d, “in reality questions 
about means.”” Which of two professions to enter may be only 
a question of how more safely to assure oneself within a reason- 
able time of a certain annual income. Whether public funds 
shall be spent for a park or a common school or study of the rate 
of expansion of the Cosmos may be promptly decided by the 
social ideal which the individual called upon to vote may happen 
to entertain. If so we have no present ethical problem. On 
the other hand a problem of vocation may well be baffling, and 
in a way that makes it ethical, because one finds the criterion of 
promised income somehow irrelevant. Likewise it may be that 
the citizen’s conception of social order and well-being proves 
unexpectedly deficient at just the points which are critical for his 
decision. Indeed, in a democratic state the good citizen does 
well, in anticipation of such emergencies, not to hold to even 
a satisfying conception too firmly and complacently. 

Ill 

So far, I think, there can be no question. In the ethical situ- 
ation, incommensurable endsj in the adaptive or “precarious” 
situation, commensurable means measured without scruple in 
terms of their fitness to effect an end — ^which, whether definite 
or indefinite, is at all events unquestioned. But we have now 
to see that this is only the beginning of an adequate analysis 
of the ethical situation. I hold that so far in making this dis- 
tinction between ethical and other situations we are merely 
noting a prtma facie descriptive difference. It is not enough 
merely to mark this difference by the verbal tag of incommen- 
surability. We must try to see how much or how little our 
verbal tag may mean, to deterrt\ine in what way or in what 
sense it is that this relation of incommensurability pertains to 
ends of ours. Is it something absolute, a relation grounded in 
the intrinsic natures of the several ends? Or is it an “external” 
relation somehow supervening upon the ends or entangled by 
chance amongst them and setting them in a mutually repellent 
opposition? Certainly further analysis of the ethical situation 

^Ethics (fint ed.), 209. 
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cannot be avoided unless we are content merely to identify it 
by its difference from the adaptive type. 

The side and the diagonal of a square (and sometimes other 
rectangles) cannot both be measured without fractional remain- 
der by any single unit marked off on a straight-edge. Some unit 
obviously can be taken for each line in turn which will measure 
it exactly, but no unit which does so for the one will do so for 
the other. But is ethical incommensurability more than distantly 
analogous to what we seem to have in cases such as this? Just 
what mathematical incommensurability may mean or issue from 
or be constituted by is, I think, hardly necessary to consider 
for the present purpose. If we found a relevant answer in mathe- 
matical terms, the question would still remain whether the same 
type of explanation were applicable in other fields. We should 
still be required in the end to determine independently the 
meaning of ethical incommensurability in terms appropriate to 
the ethical situation. We may as well do this first as last. 

Whether or not, in any other field of being or of experience, 
incommensurability is due to the inherent natures of the enti- 
ties in question or to the structure of the complexes of which 
they are members, this can hardly, I think, be seriously thought 
to be the case in ethics. For ethical ends, if incommensurable, 
are, in the nature of the case, not then and there members in 
any complex of which we can conceive or guess the structure; 
and their intimacy of relation to the troubled individual’s basic 
drives and interests seems to preclude the other possibility. Thus, 
we declare the welfare of one’s country, whether in peace or 
war, to be clearly incommensurable with considerations of pri- 
vate pecuniary gain or physical security, of personal ambition 
and advancement to power, of personal vengeance for one’s 
country’s indifference or distrust. For us, that is to say, the oppo- 
sition of loyalty and self-interest or loyalty and resentment 
presents an ethical problem. Perhaps. But history and the cur- 
rent experience of all of us suggest caution in concluding that 
in this matter all men are as we are. It is abundantly evident 
that men today as in antiquity are most unequally sensible of 
the inherent difficulty supposedly present in such problems. For 
many persons, and in situations presenting the general issue in 
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particular ways, conceptions of good appear to be at hand which 
make such decisions, on the contrary, quite easy. An inherent 
characteristic of incommensurability seems at the critical mo- 
ment not to be apparent. It is a sound principle of common sense 
and logic that if any alleged object or quality fails in fact 
to put in an appearance when, so far as one can judge beforehand, 
the requisite conditions for its appearance have been set up, its 
objective existence is, to say the least, fairly open to suspicion. 
This must be as true for an alleged objective fact or relation of 
incommensurability between purposes as for fairies in Ireland 
or canals on Mars or malaria-parasites looked for in the blood 
of a supposed victim of that disease. Objective or realistic or 
(shall I say?) “naturalistic” incommensurability subsistent be- 
tween such rival ends as loyalty and treason too often fails to 
impress itself effectively — too often, from the present point of 
view, not so much for the good of mankind as for the credibility 
of the objective hypothesis. It is difficult indeed to conceive how 
ends of desire and effort, never appealing to single and securely 
insulated interests but representing instead diverse perspectives 
and proportionings of all our interests together, can ever really 
be, for the individual, so radically alien, each to the others. 
Each of these perspectives has its appeal and its moving power. 
In the nature of the case there arc at all times in the course of 
an ethical inquiry identical elements and continuous lines of 
affiliation joining closely or distantly the developing rival pos- 
sibilities of action. By availing himself of such dimensions of 
commensurability the individual may all too easily escape, if he 
will, the intellectual difficulties of his problem and the incon- 
veniences and sacrifices to which prosecution of his inquiry may 
subject him in the end. 

He may do this, and on the other hand he may not. I am 
suggesting that whether the alternatives before him in any 
given juncture of his inquiry are to be dealt with as commensur- 
able or as incommensurable must depend, in principle, upon 
the individual’s own decision. Shall he accept and apply some 
available common-measure, which in all cases he can do, or 
shall he refuse to do so? If the latter is his choice, he sets before 
himself thereby an ethical problem, in which incommensurable 
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alternatives confront him. For incommensurability is the form 
of the ethical problem. No doubt most of our choices are not, 
and ought not to be, of the ethical type; although when to dis- 
card available common-measures in problems of conduct is, I 
think, a question admitting. of no general answer. It is like 
asking just when to stop relying on some long established judg- 
ment of historical fact, or conception of the nature of gravitation, 
or recognized surgical procedure. 

We cannot say, in general terms. It is more hopeful to 
consider how to proceed, once one has resolved to give oneself 
to such a problem. What it is to be logical can be known and 
profitably reduced to formulas. When to be logical in our 
attitude toward a situation j whether, in a problem of human 
relationship, to be logical after the distinctively ethical fashion 
or after the adaptive — ^these are quite other matters. The per- 
plexities and hesitations that trouble the conscientious person 
who must face these most crucial and difficult questions of time 
and circumstance are, so far as I can see, inescapable incidents of 
our mortal lot. We can only use our best judgment, invoke our 
sense of humor, appeal to our common sense and tact — phrases 
which, if they mean anything, are only disarmingly prosaic and 
modest equivalents for “the good will.” But the good will, 
which is the source and life of the ethical interest and of ethical 
theoiy, is neither a descriptive standard nor a solvent formula. 
Between moralistic fanaticism, for which ethical problems do not 
exist, and hypocrisy, which keeps its eye to the main chance 
while protesting overmuch its anxious concern with them, there 
is no sharp line. Nevertheless, with belief in itself, which no 
amount of adverse suggestion is in principle competent to 
destroy, the good will must declare, as boldly and justly as it 
can, whether the case in hand shall be one of commensurable 
means or of incommensurable ends.’^ Thus incommensurability 

” “In fact, it is absolutely impossible to make out by experience with complete 
certainty a single case in which the maxim of an action, however right in itself, 
rested simply on moral grounds and on the conception of duty [we can- 

not “with the sharpest self-examination” be sure] that it was not really some 
secret impulse of self-love, under the false. appearance of duty, that was the actual 
determining cause of the will” (Kant’s Metafhysic of Morals \GrundUgung 
of 1785], Abbott’s trans., 23-24). Kant has here in mind the outcome of ethical 
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is quite other than the “natural” opposition or incompatibility of 
ends. All ends are in a perfectly obvious way opposed, hetero- 
geneous and incompatible. One cannot do two things at once; 
even the convenient compromise of doing first one and then 
the other makes each, perhaps in some small degree, perhaps 
with all the difference in the world, a different act. Beyond 
acknowledging it as a character of physical reality like the im- 
penetrability of matter or inertia, ethical theory has no concern 
with the “natural” incompatibility of every end with every other 
end. The sole concern of ethics is with oppositions which the 
ethical interest itself sets up. 

IV 

In ethics, accordingly, we have the field of a method which 
may be regarded as in a sense “supreme.” Unlike the adaptive 
method which, on the spur of compulsive occasion, comes into 
action for the abatement of an intrusive objective “precarious- 
ness,” ethical method has its inception in a self-assertive attitude 
of quest originative of situations which will have to be con- 
structively resolved. In the adaptive situation, a drive, en- 
countering hindrance or worse by its own inertia, attains, by 
adaptation, not indeed, says Professor Dewey, to “restoration 
of the previous state of the organism” but to reinstatement of 
“the form of the previous relation of interaction with the 
entnronment.” The organism’s need for whatever it seeks 

remains a constant factor but it changes its quality. . . . The conserva- 
tive tendency is strong ; there is a tendency to get back. But at least with 
the more complex organisms, the activity of search involves modification 
of the old environment, if only by a change in the connection of the 
organism with it.’* 

In the ethical situation, on the other hand, it is quest, not “ani- 
mal drive” that motivates the process of reflection throughout 

reflection in the concrete case. Not less exposed to doubt is the will to reflect, 
upon which actual reflection waits in the particular case. Apparently, according 
to Kant, the only empirical evidence for the good will is the “indefinite progress 
of one’s maxims” and “their steady disposition to advance.” {Critique of Practical 
Reason, ibid., lai.) Presumably the defender of the good will is to accept, for 
the sake of the argument, the attacker’s explicit or implicit measure of “progress” 
and “advancement.” 

'* Logic, a 7-1 8. 
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its course. And quest, while it may indeed incidentally encounter 
“perilous” situations created by its own activities or by environ- 
mental changes otherwise caused, does not owe its arousal to 
such occasions. Its “supremacy” lies in its creation of its own 
problems by determining that alternatives presented in the 
course of experience shall be dealt with as incommensurables. 
As Professor Dewey has said, indeed; “Conscientiousness . . . 
will always be on the lookout for the better. The good man 
not only measures his acts by a standard but he is concerned to 
revise his standard. . . . The highest form of conscientiousness 
is interest in constant progress.”’® But it is the essential charac- 
teristic of this “concern,” this “interest,” that it can and does 
“emerge” when “existing conditions” are by every present 
measure “wholly good.”’® 

The point calls for insistence. Conditions which are “wholly 
good” are in principle, precisely and logically, the appropriate 
occasions for the emergence. If conditions when encountered are 
found not “wholly good,” it is because some present end of the 
individual finds itself adversely affected by them. In such a 
situation we have, according to the scheme of Professor Dewey’s 
naturalism, the drive or inertia of the “organism’s” disturbed or 
interrupted activity seeking to push forward. Pushing forward, 
it spreads out in continuously ramifying trains of attentive and 
manipulative behavior by which the environment is explored 
and reconstructed. I hold that in such a situation the aggressive 
and deploying drive is itself the standard. “The good man,” 
says Professor Dewey, “not only measures his acts by a standard 
but he is concerned to revise his standard” — suggesting that the 
latter “concern” is only a continuous extension and fulfillment 
of the “goodness” already manifest in the measurement re- 
ferred to. This must of course be the position of naturalism. On 
the contrary, however, I hold the two procedures in question 
to be discontinuous and opposed in character. The latter only 
is ethical; the former is at best ethically neutral, finding room 
within its scope for a great variety of phenomena — the pathetic 
fanaticism of a Javert or the ferocious fanaticism of the Indian 


^ Ethic i (1908), 422. 

** Above, p. 296, top paragraph. 
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Thug, the right of a “consciously” superior race or class to 
enslave or exploit their inferiors, the assumption of cultivated 
individuals to dogmatize for the uplift of the generality, the 
assurance of a political party of its own exclusive fitness to rule, 
as well as the more edifying moral fortitude of a conscientious 
man resisting temptation. The good man’s measurement of his 
acts by a standard is ethically good only when the standard is 
ethically good} and a standard claims ethical goodness not as a 
projection of the “organism’s” interrupted drive but as emergent 
from ethical reflection upon incommensurables, acknowledging 
no authority of a higher standard.” 

I do not, of course, mean to say that whenever, by any chance, 
“existing conditions are wholly good” there promptly ought to 
be or inevitably must be discontent. Not every good custom 
must infallibly corrupt the world. It is only necessary for persons 
of good will to recognize and, on occasion, act upon the principle, 
that although they find a custom good it still may possibly cor- 
rupt the world — may possibly be doing so even while they 
cherish it. We must be quite clear upon the point that in prin- 
ciple, it is only against a background of activity wholly satis- 
factory in an environment of “conditions wholly good” that any 
intrusive incentive can stand out in its full character as an ethical 
incommensurable. For when “existing conditions” are “wholly 
good” there is, by hypothesis, at least a momentarily ruling end. 
The environment suggests to us, in their convenient and obvious 

"Twenty-three years before the publication of the Grundlegung^ Kant wrote 
as follows: . . an immediate supreme rule of all obligation would have to be 

absolutely indemonstrable. For from no inspection of any concept or thing is it 
possible to know or to conclude what one ought to do, unless what is presupposed 
is an end and the action is a means. But this assumption is impossible, for then 
there would be no formula of obligation, but only one of skill to be used as 
needed.** (Prize essay of 1762.) As Professor Schilpp says, in commenting on this 
passage, “The supreme rule of obligation, supposing that there is one, must be 
directly embraced, self-evident in its own right, and its obligatory character must 
be a wholly indemonstrable finality.** Supposing that there is no substantive su- 
preme rule of obligation, but that obligation attaches directly to concrete ends of 
action as they emerge out of ethical reflection in particular cases, Kant’s logic then 
gives us the result that “A moral choice ... is not a choice for the sake of some- 
thing else but for its own sake.** Sec footnote 8, p. 296 above. 
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order only subordinate activities happily conducive thereto. Our 
knowledge of the environment in these idyllic circumstances is 
indeed a ‘joyous science.’ And now, if “conditions” presently 
become wholly or perhaps only slightly ‘bad,’ the ruling activity 
may still persist. Half the time in our experience, three quar- 
ters of the time, nine tenths of the time perhaps, the demand 
will and must be that “conditions” which have become ‘bad’ 
be made ‘better’ — and better, observe, by the criterion or stand- 
ard which the drive and inertia of the ruling activity itself auto- 
matically sets. And 1 insist that a man who holds to such a 
standard and “measures his acts” by it, though certainly not 
thereby infallibly or by normal presumption a bad man, can 
equally certainly not for that reason alone set up a special claim 
to ethical goodness. 

I hold that he can do this (or that we can do so for him) only 
when “conditions wholly good” have first been disturbed by the 
intrusion of an incentive which the ruling activity, if it had its 
way, would straightway overbear and crush. But the ruling 
activity is not permitted to overbear it. The new incentive has 
aspects which strangely, surprisingly, hauntingly, appealingly 
engage his interest and allegiance. These aspects root the in- 
centive firmly in its place and win it acceptance and tenure not 
as a competing drive but in a position of incommensurable oppo- 
sition to the ruling drive. The situation is now ethical. And the 
difficulty — the tragedy, it may be — of the situation is that “con- 
ditions” are still “wholly good” or as good as they ever were, 
so far as judgment in terms of hitherto and still acknowledged 
standards is concerned. The question now troubling one is 
whether these standards are as good as conceivably they might 
be made, if in some way or to some extent not indicated or as yet 
even guessable the intrusive and disturbing motivation were 
accepted. In ethics there can be no easy and coolly rational way: 
we cannot identify being ethical with even a serene and dog- 
matic liberalism. In a problematic situation which he has him- 
self in the last analysis elected to become entangled in, the indi- 
vidual must eventually act in a manner radically experimental. 
Toward ethical action, experimental inquiry into matters of 
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objective fact, however necessary in particular cases, can never 
be decisive or more than incidentally contributory/* 

“ Professor Chamer M. Perry, in an interesting article entitled “The Arbitrary 
as a Basis for Kational Morality’’ (^International Journal of Ethics^ XLllI, 127- 
144), advances a view of ethical decision similar to the above. He writes (140) : 

. , man is always on the brink of the bottomless pit of reflection. Usually he 
is saved by the pressure of events $ but as he becomes more reflective, it is only by 
an arbitrary act of will that he pulls himself back. In ordinary decisions such 
an act of the will is an aflirmation and expression of the existing self. At times, 
however, when the self is at a crucial point, when the future nature of the person 
depends upon the choice to be made, then the choice results from an arbitrary act 
of the will. Such a choice is rational in the sense that it follows a survey of the 
possibilities, and that it results from recognition of the fact that a choice must be 
made. It is not irrational in the sense of being contrary to reason. But it is non- 
rational in that the direction taken by choice is not determined by the evidence 
or principles that can be applied.” Professor Perry apparently means by “reflec- 
tion” a valuation or appraisal of “the evidence or principles that can be applied” 
in accordance with a theory of value which is abstract or axiomatic or a priori 
and excludes all consideration of empirically actual beliefs, purposes, or interests 
which at the time are not questioned. So understood, reflection seems to be indeed 
well described as a “bottomless pit.” But after all this may perhaps not be 
Professor Perry’s real view. For we are told that a choice, even though it “re- 
sult” from “an arbitrary act of the will,” deserves nevertheless to be called “ra- 
tional” if it “follows a survey of the possibilities.” From this asserted character 
of rationality, I should suppose the “following upon a survey,” which confers it, 
to be, in Professor Perry’s view, not a mere temporal coming-after but, in some 
manner, an emergence out of, and a generation by, the taking of the “survey.” 
But if so, this taking of the “survey” would seem to be precisely what properly 
ought to be meant by the term “reflection,” provided the survey is understood to 
be not a mere descriptive canvass of altei native trains of consequences taken at 
their conventional moral valuations, but a methodical weighing of them in the 
light of the trustworthiness or “authority” of the respective incentives which pro- 
pose them for acceptance (sec below, pp. 319-320, esp. 320'). 

Professor Donald C. Williams has a like perception of the transcendence of 
past experience characteristic of a genuinely ethical decision (“Ethics as Pure 
Postulate,” Philosophical Review^ vol. XLII, (1933), 399-411). Decision in his 
view is postulalional and apparently quite cut off from any organic relation to 
reflection — which indeed, in Professor Williams’ conception of choice, seems to 
have no part to play. What he seems not. to realize is the entire consistency of 
dependence upon reflective process with radical novelty and independence of the 
past in an ethical decision. The analogy of decisions and resolves with po.stulates of 
science and mathematics appears to be entirely superficial if not misleading, al- 
though undoubtedly very much in the current vogue. I should say that ethical 
decisions, in their aspect here in question, probably have far more significance for 
the explanation of postulates than postulates have for them. 

One is reminded by these articles of Kant’s term Willkur in the Critique of 
Practical Reason (translated “elective will” by Abbott in KanPs Theory of 
EthieSy 157 ). 
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For the two types of »tuation we are here considering differ 
fundamentally, from a logical point of view, as regards the 
method of their resolution. In the first type, in which the in- 
terrupted drive of the “organism” persists and is permitted to 
set the standard, the interruption may, indeed, be due to some 
physical change in the environment, caused by the activities of 
the organism itself or otherwise. This is the adaptive, the osten- 
sibly “scientific” sort of case, to which the thoughts of naturalism 
ever return and on which they seem to dwell with a kind of 
awe. But in the real world of human affairs and values, in which 
after all we live and with which a genuinely matter-of-fact ethi- 
cal theory must be concerned, the Intrusion may well be of an- 
other kind. Monotonous labor may suddenly become strangely 
irksome as one catches, through some chance suggestion, a vision 
of a more spacious and a freer life. In one’s own behalf or in 
behalf of another, one may flare up in resentment against a 
master or employer or impersonal institution. Or again, one’s 
sympathy may be appealed to for a change of one’s own opinion 
or behavior or the surrender of some advantage or prerogative of 
one’s class. Condemnation may be encountered coming from 
some authoritative source — ^not necessarily priest or policeman; 
perhaps tradition, “public opinion” or the code of one’s class, 
a friend’s disapproval, the example of a saint or hero, the word 
of a wise man, a long-settled rule of one’s own conscience. Never- 
theless, in the first type of situation, which we are now consider- 
ing, the interrupted drive is assumed to persist. And persisting, 
it may overbear the intrusion or, if it must, it may seek an 
“adjustment” — ^in which however, as Professor Dewey has it, 
“need remains a constant factor” though with its “quality” 
changed.’* If it cannot quite “steam-roller” the insurgent oppo- 
sition, it will at least make head as best it can. And the point 
I wish to press is that this process of composition of forces 
amounts on its intellectual side (which unhappily naturalism 
cannot quite read out of the story) to an appraisal or register of 
all the conflicting motivations in terms of the consequences (or 
their “values”) expected to result from them. We have here 
what Professor Dewey calls a “dramatic rehearsal.” The par- 

" Logic, loc. cit. 
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ticipants, passing in review before a valuer of not-too-precisely 
indicated identity, are tagged (and likewise the drive itself) 
with a notation of what they have to offer. In such a case, all 
depends upon the standard of appraisal, no matter by whom 
applied. And the standard is the drive itself. The whole pro- 
cedure is “rational” in the narrower sense of that term: the stand- 
point is that of adherence to the end originally in view and of 
approval or disapproval of intruding incentives according as their 
consequences in action promise to further or to hinder the en- 
deavor. Uncertainty in such a case is factual only. The purposing 
individual (who insists on making indiscreet appearances) may 
be disappointed in the outcome; but it will only be because ig- 
norance or miscalculation along the way may have misled him. 
If he has regrets it will be for having refused some small con- 
cession which, if shrewdly made, would have saved him much 
or all. 

In the second, or ethical, type of situation the intruding in- 
centive is not in this way held throughout in the position of an 
intruder. It is greeted with tolerance, at least — perhaps even 
with interest and hospitality. If it can qualify, it will be accepted 
as a contributor, coordinate in its own right with the ruling 
drive, towards the course of conduct which is to follow presently. 
And the essence of the matter as I see it is this. In the adaptive 
case just considered the incentives, ruling and intrusive, stand 
equated each to a more or less determinate series of consequences, 
experiences or “values” which are expected to result from it; 
and the net result will be — inevitably must be — approved or 
disapproved from the standpoint of the persistent drive. If the 
drive and its defeat or abatement or revision are, as Professor 
Dewey has said, often in reality only rival means to an end of 
greater generality more remote from the dust and heat of 
action, the case is for our present purpose in no way altered.’" 
But in the distinctively ethical case there can be no such arbitra- 
ment of force or adjournment of the issue to a higher court. 
There can be no question of “rational” procedure in the nar- 
rower sense, in which already we quite dictatorially know what 
we want, apart from the direct consideration of particular moti- 

^Ethics (1908), 209 (bottom). 
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vations in the present case. Distrusting, in our hospitality to the 
intruding incentive, both our proximate and our more ultimate 
previous notions of what we want, we cannot without new re- 
flection allow our course in this instance and henceforth to be 
determined by them. The method of comparing rival complexes 
of values expected de facto to result is useless. Our procedure 
must be of a different type, governed by a rationality or reason- 
ableness conforming to a different logic — a logic not of sub- 
sumption but of method. Our first need is not a factual study 
of consequences which, when appraised by current standards, 
may or may not pass muster. The very principle of our ethical 
attitude is methodological distrust of these latter. First of all 
must come, not a canvass of factual consequences for judgment in 
detail but factual evidence upon the “trustworthiness” of the 
incentives which may entitle them to be heard despite their odd 
or daring or forbidding or even repellent promise. Have they 
any measure of presumption in their favor which should incline 
us, always critically, to heed them? Does this presumption serve 
to any extent reasonably to offset the condemnation or the depre- 
cation which, by the method of comparison of consequences, cur- 
rent standards must pronounce upon them?” 

V 

Toward an understanding of the method implicit in the con- 
ception of ethical incommensurability. Professor Dewey makes 
an introductory contribution in the Ethics of 1908. This is to be 
found in the chapter on “The Virtues.” It is here held to be 
impossible in theory and undesirable, except perhaps as an aid 
to exhortation, to construct 

a catalogued list of virtues with an exact definition of each. Virtues are 
numberless. Every situation, not of a routine order, brings in some 
special shading, some unique adaptation, of disposition. . . . Any virtuous 
character exhibits, however, certain main traits, a consideration of which 
will serve to review and summarize our analysis of the moral life. . . . 
Bearing in mind that we are not attempting to classify various acts or 

" I have elsewhere undertaken to suggest criteria of trustworthiness of the sort 
here referred to and their place in ethical reflection. (“A Reversal of Perspective 
in Ethical Theory,” in The Philosofhical Review, Vol. XXIX.) 
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habits, but only to state traits essential to all morality, we have the 
“cardinal virtues” of moral theory. As whole-hearted, as complete in- 
terest, any habit or attitude of character involves justice and love; as 
persistently active, it is courage, fortitude or vigor; as unmixed and 
single it is temperance — ^in its classic sense. And since no habitual interest 
can be integral, enduring, or sincere, save as it is reasonable, save, that 
is, as it is rooted in the deliberate habit of viewing the part in the light 
of the whole, the present in the light of the past and future, interest in 
the good is also wisdom or conscientiousness.** 

The “cardinal” virtues, as ihe term implies, are virtues of 
method: upon their exercise issues hinge. 

It is evident, I should say, that in this analysis we have to do 
with “traits” that are not simultaneous in their operation. They 
are cooperative but not coordinate in function. “Wisdom, or 
(in modern phrase) conscientiousness, is the nurse of all the 
virtues” and so has its place, in a sense, at the commencement, as 
a manifestation of the will to undertake a problem in incom- 
mensurability. Justice, as the fulfilment of conscientiousness, 
marks the solvent or harmonizing effect which should crown 
the work of reflection. Courage, as “the will to know the 
good and the fair by unflinching attention to the painful and dis- 
agreeable,” and “temperance,” as “that which checks the ex- 
orbitant pretensions of an appetite by insisting upon knowing 
it in its true proportions” — these two are definitely principles 
of a difiFerent order. They are simultaneous — at least in the 
sense that neither can be given precedence over the other or do 
its work without the other. They are principles of technique. 
Thus the process of reflection upon incommensurables not only 
takes place in time, but time is of its essence. It is a constructive 
and serial act in which one seeks not to bring to bear a sovereign 
principle or concept, ostensibly timeless though admittedly at 
the moment not quite perfectly known, but to formulate a plan 
of conduct meeting a situation dated in a personal career and 
observant of the temporal (as well as spatial) relations of the 
factors making up the situation.** 

” Chap. XIX, 402-4.05. 

"in the first part of the Ethics of 1908 and of 1932, reviewing* “The Begin- 
nings and Growth of Morality,”* Professor Tufts groups the various factors 
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In the Ethics of 1932, incommensurability is retained as the 
distinguishing characteristic of ethical situations. Associated with 
it, as in the Ethics of 1908, is the kindred conception of the vir- 
tues as correlative aspects of the attitude of the conscientious 
individual in facing a problem of incommensurables. The nar- 
rowing and rigidifying effects of thinking of the virtues moral- 
istically, as separate and specific kinds of behavior each pertaining 
to a precisely definable type of juncture in experience, are set 
forth in the new edition as in the old. Although the word “car- 
dinal” is not used, the interpretation of justice, wisdom, courage 
and temperance as distinguishable though not separable phases 
of an “interpenetrated whole” of “integrated interest” is re- 
affirmed." However in 1922 had appeared Human Nature and 
Conduct, bearing the sub-title, “An Introduction to Social Psy- 
chology.” One cannot read this expansion of a series of lectures 

niaking^ for change at each transition-stage of development under the captions 
“psychological” and “sociological agencies.” These terms comprise self-regarding 
and sympathetic tendencies of whatever sort and however initiated. Authoritative 
influences are mainly treated as making for the prevention or safeguarding of 
change rather than its initiation. Professor Tufts^ whole account is methodological 
in emphasis. I have long thought it definitely superior in conception and insight 
to any of the other more extended surveys currently in use treating of the growth 
of morality and the slow emergence of ethics as a reflective interest. There is a 
famous remark of the economist Ricardo to the effect that “every transaction in 
commerce is an individual transaction.” So also every change in moral norms 
must have had its beginning in the decisions of individuals confronting a situation 
of incommensurables in their experience. Consider such changes in moral opinion 
as have taken place in recent time regarding such matters as collective bargaining, 
workmen’s compensation and the fellow-servant principle, divorce, birth-control, 
the equality of women, universal education, the reprobation of war. Such move- 
ments necessarily derive their momentum from the impact of “psychological” and 
“sociological agencies” upon the desires and feelings of nameless individuals whose 
heresies are frowned upon in the beginning by most of the accredited wise and 
good. 7 'he alleged sanction afforded such movements by eternal principles of 
morality is in large part a conscious or unconscious expedient of proponents to 
further their cause. It serves also as a merciful cover for the natural embarrass- 
ment of late converts. The “eternal,” when all is said and done, must depend upon 
the sordid “temporal” for its elucidation. ^ 

“ In this edition the virtues, instead of being given a chapter to themselves, are 
relegated to a closing section (pp. 280-286) of Chap. XIII, which comprises also 
a treatment of Approbation and The Standard. Temperance and Courage, to 
which nine pages arc given in the earlier edition, receive only a bare mention to 
illustrate the general position (284). 
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intended for a general audience without a definite impression 
of enthusiasm and conviction on the author’s part. The wealth 
of pointed illustration, the assurance evinced in meeting antici- 
pated objections, the occasional flashes of irony and humor, join 
in suggesting a sense of release in being free to look at ethical 
issues and categories from a point of view somewhat removed 
from, and less exacting than, that of the ethical administration 
by the individual of his own personal affairs and social obliga- 
tions. In the Prefatory Note to The Study of Ethics: A Sylla- 
bus^^ Professor Dewey had many years before recorded the be- 
lief that “amid the prevalence of pathological and moralistic 
ethics, there is room for a theory which conceives of conduct as 
the normal and free living of life as it is.” Of all Professor 
Dewey’s ethical writings. Human Nature and Conduct is per- 
haps the one most determinedly held to the elucidation and de- 
fense of this conception. It joins one side of his early ethical 
thought with the ethical parts of The Quest for Certainty and 
the Logic. 

VI 

This side is the naturalistic, which, in the very nature of the 
case (as I conceive the nature of the case) is overshadowed if 
not put out of the reckoning in both versions of the Ethics. 
Human Nature and Conduct, we read, has to do with the 
change that must come over ethics when we turn from moralistic 
suspicion and disparagement of human nature to positive respect 
for it. What human nature needs, to deserve and more surely 
command this positive respect is “association with scientific 
knowledge.” Scientific knowledge acquaints the individual with 
the probable consequences of the lines of behavior which in their 
various ways and degrees attract and move him. He is no 
longer at the mercy of authority, which would coerce him to 
its own advantage, or of magic, which would entice him away 

“The Inland Press: Ann Arbor, 1894, (out of print). In the cver-mcmorable 
"early Chicago years, this little volume was a scripture — treasured in those years* 
dearth of systematic writing from ProfessoV Dewey’s hand — to be read, pondered, 
and interpreted. More than one eagerly contested argument was adjourned, to 
the confusion of a dissenter, with the not wholly humorous recital of the logton 
I here recall. 
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from the prosaic business of remaking the environment in detail 
at points where he encounters resistance.** ‘We compare life,” 
writes Professor Dewey, 

to a traveler faring forth. . . . Abruptly he is pulled up, arrested. . . . 
But a new impulse is stirred which becomes the starting point of an in- 
vestigation, a looking into things, a trying to see them, to find out what 
is going on. . . . The momentum of the activity entered upon persists 
as a sense of direction, of aim ; it is an anticipatory project. In short, he 
recollects, observes and plans.*^ . . . Then each habit, each impulse, 
involved in the temporary suspense of overt action takes its turn in 
being tried out. Deliberation is an experiment in finding out what the 
various lines of possible action are really like . . . carried on by tentative 
rehearsals in thought which do not affect physical facts outside the body. 
... In imagination as in fact we know a road only by what we see as 
we travel on it. In thought as well as in overt action, the objects experi- 
enced in following out a course of action attract, repel, satisfy, annoy, 
promote and retard. Thus deliberation proceeds. To say that at last 
it ceases is to say that choice, de'cision, takes place. What then is choice? 
Simply hitting in imagination upon an object which furnishes an adequate 
stimulus to the recovery of overt action. Choice is made as soon as some 
habit, or some combination of elements of habits and impulse, finds a 
way fully open. . . . The mind is made up, composed, unified. . . . De- 
cision is reasonable [when] ... to every shade of imagined circumstance 
there is a vibrating response ; and to every complex situation a sensitive- 
ness as to its integrity, a feeling of whether it does justice to all facts, 
or overrides some to the advantage of others.^® 

Introducing the sketch of “the psychology of thinking” thus 
summarized, there is a reminder that so far, in the main division 
of which this sketch forms a part, the course of exposition has 
lain “far afield from any direct moral issue.”^* But “the excur- 
sion must be continued” because “the problem of the place of 
knowledge and judgment in conduct depends upon getting the 
fundamental psychology of thought straightened out.” Just 
where in the sketch that follows or in the subsequent discussions 
this necessary excursion ends and the transition is made from the 

Nature and Conduct^ 1-13. 

Ibid.y 181-18Z. 

Ihid.y 190-194. 

^Ibid., 181. 



HENRY W. STUART 


3*6 

general psychology of thinking to the special psychology of 
ethical thinking is not apparent. The “deliberation” of which one 
reads in the above account is, however, apparently ethical de- 
liberation. The “rehearsals” carried on in “thought” or imagina- 
tion are apparently rehearsals of possible courses of ethical (or 
“moral”) behavior. The “choice,” which seems somewhat curtly 
disposed of as a happy hit — since after all it might protest that it 
emerges out of “vibrating responses” to every shade of imagined 
circumstance, is sensitive as to the “integrity” of every complex 
situation and heedful of the “just” claims of all the facts to their 
share of consideration — this choice is certainly, patently, ethical. 
And yet, if any statement has been given of what constitutes a 
“moral issue,” any suggestion of changes of method required 
for the due conduct of deliberation upon a moral issue, I have 
failed to find it. It may be that the diflFerence Professor Dewey 
had in mind was not a diflFerence of method but only a descrip- 
tive difference in the alternative tentative actions presented for 
deliberation. And this apparently is the explanation. Ethical 
ends 

are ends-in-view, or aims. They arise out of natural effects or conse- 
quences which in the beginning are hit upon, stumbled upon so far as 
any purpose is concerned. Henceforth (or till attraction and repulsion 
alter) attaining or averting similar consequences are aims or ends. These 
consequences constitute the meaning and value of an activity as it comes 
under deliberation.®** 

And accordingly “purposes or ends-in-view” ought not to be 
regarded as “objects in themselves.” They are, in truth, but 
“means,” in the last analysis, “to unification and liberation of 
present conflicting, confused, habits and impulses.”®* However, 
we must here be on our guard against an easy misapprehension. 
Means we ordinarily think of as being used or not used as some 
one pleases, in accordance with changing purposes. But any pur- 
pose, we are told, however general in character, is a purpose-in- 
view and so only an aim, if it really signifies anything at all. 
And an aim is only the projection into the future, in imagination. 
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of a habit formed in the past by hitting (once again) upon ‘‘nat- 
ural eflFects or consequences” which one has liked, and will like 
so long as “attraction does not alter.” In the end, therefore, it 
comes to this — ^that “concrete habits do all the perceiving, recog- 
nizing, imagining, recalling, judging, conceiving and reasoning 
that is done.”** 

VII 

We are, however, here concerned with Professor Dewey’s 
psychology of thinking only so far as is necessary for an under- 
standing of its point of view. And its point of view, quite clearly 
as it seems to me, is that of an observer less directly interested, 
for the time being, in the actual solving of actual ethical prob- 
lems than in safeguarding ethical theory and ethical procedure 
against certain supposed dangers. The good action is always a 
unique action. General rules are therefore intellectual and sug- 
gestive only, not imperative. Morality when we have it in defi- 
nite form and prescription exists for man, not for its own sake 
or for the prestige and pleasure of any authority. It is for this 
life and not for a life to come. A purpose divorced from intention 
to achieve it or so irresponsibly conceived as to make its accom- 
plishment impossible, is not merely futile (which might do 
no particular harm) but becomes very easily a poisonous nar- 
cotic. These and other like principles and counsels make up the 

Ibid., iTj. Nevertheless “habit does not of itself know.” (my italics') It does 
all the knowing that is done but apparently there must be a provoking or enabling 
occasion, else it will not do any. “Habit incorporates, enacts or overrides objects, 
but it doesn’t know them. ... A certain delicate combination of habit and impulse 
is requisite for observation, memory and judgment.” (loc, cit.) Here again one 
halts between two interpretations. Does this new statement mean (i) that observa- 
tion, memory and judgment somehow identically are the “delicate balance'’ sub- 
sisting between habit and impulse as these components meet to combine, on the 
principle of the parallelogram of forces (192, middle); or docs it mean (2) 
only that •without the “delicate balance” of habit and impulse the functions of ob- 
servation, memory and judgment do not get released or aroused and so cannot 
overtly occur? This latter interpretation would give us a situation like the one 
asserted in the first place for habit — “habit does not of itself know.” The “delicate 
balance” would figure as an indispensable condition enabling, when present, 
knowledge to occur as the overt manifestation of some unnamed power or agency 
previously in restraint or in slumber. The regress might be continued, but perhaps 
we may forego this opportunity. I much prefer the latter of the two suggested 
interpretations, even though it may appear to envisage a transcendental ego. 
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preponderant burden of Human Nature and Conduct and of 
much of Professor Dewey’s other writing, early and late. Con- 
duct must be acknowledged frankly to be a function of human 
nature, or human nature sooner or later will have its revenge. 
With, I trust, all due recognition of the truth and the impor- 
tance of these insights and principles, I question nevertheless 
whether the safeguarding they afford does not overrate the 
theoretical and even the practical dangers j whether the nature 
of the ethical interest itself is not misrepresented to a degree 
amounting almost to denial and whether the ethical interest and 
ethical procedure are not thereby endangered more than ever. 

Human nature is known only as behaving and in terms of its 
behavior — as all other things are known. But the assumption is 
too easily made that the behavior of human nature can be fully 
known, and is best known, by observation of the individual by 
another, from without. I hold that deliberation cannot be ade- 
quately known unless we view it first of all as the act of a de- 
liberator and, by putting ourselves as best we may at the de- 
liberator’s point of view, become aware of the act “from the 
inside” as the deliberator is aware of it. Deliberation proceeding 
in the mind of another person is undoubtedly suggested out- 
wardly to an observer by bowed head, closed eyes, contracted 
brows, clenched hands and other “explicit” behavior of the body. 
A practiced observer, I suppose, might conceivably know in this 
way whether the problem troubling his subject was scientific or 
ethical. In the latter case (again, conceivably) there might be 
“implicit” behavior of a very recondite sort, accessible to the 
skilled physiologist alone, that would go still further. It might 
actually reveal, with at least the reliability of the “lie-detector,” 
whether ethical deliberation was following the lines of Mande- 
ville, of the philosopher Square, or of Anglo-Hegelian perfec- 
tionism. It would seem fairly’ obvious, however, that as an in- 
dispensable requisite for any such correlation of physiological 
behavior with the types and niceties of deliberative process, these 
latter must first have been “lived through” with interest, and 
known in essence and carefully distinguished in their proper and 
distinctive characters as immediate experiences — if not by the 
observer himself, then by someone else from whom the observer 
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has chanced to hear of them. But for every purpose of ethical 
theory the direct and basic knowledge of all these matters is 
likely to remain the most instructive sort j for practical purposes 
exploration of the ethical experience of other persons by the 
methods of imaginative sympathy is likely to continue more 
useful than the methods of even the psychological laboratory. 

VIII 

Incommensurability of ends I take to be the basic and inclusive 
problem of ethics, within the scope of which all the procedures 
of ethical deliberation have their place. But incommensurability, 
as I have tried to show above, is a situation instituted, and kept 
from prematurely dissolving again, by responses of human na- 
ture to certain types of suggestive appeal. These responses (un- 
less the term is found too archaic) may be comprised under the 
inclusive concept of the Good Will.““ When Kant declares that 
nothing can possibly be conceived in the world which can be 

"To speak of situations “instituted” by “the good will” is of course to invite 
from readers requests, ironical or otherwise, for metaphysical explanation. I can 
only say here that I should respond neither after naturalistic empiricism's method 
of solving metaphysical problems by the exorcism of explaining them away, nor 
in accordance with what seems to me the very different teaching of the following 
passage; “A philosophy which was conscious of its own business would . . . perceive 
that it was an intellectualized wish ... a prophecy of the future, but one dis- 
ciplined by serious thought and knowledge. [It would] deny that philosophy is in 
any sense whatever a form of knowledge.” (“Philosophy and Democracy,” 1918, 
in Characters and Events; II, 843) 

William James’ observation as to the elusiveness of choice will be recalled. 
{Ertncifles of Psychology ^ II, 524) We painfully vacillate between the alterna- 
tives of getting up in the morning and lying in comfort a while longer. Then 
suddenly, says James, we find ourselves throwing back the covers and standing on 
our feet on the floor. We seem to have no direct awareness of decision and the 
voluntary initiation of bodily movement. This account accords with Professor 
Dewey’s characterization of “choice” in Human Nature and Conduct; I think 
there can be no question of its accord with empirical fact. I have held, however, 
that the true location of choice is at the commencement of deliberation — at the 
end, if the process has been effectively carried on, a terminal act of choice would 
be superfluous even though it were possible. Freedom primarily, is freedom to re- 
flect, not to act — and this is not to suggest that reflection is a “mental” process 
disclaiming any purpose of shaping the course of personal behavior or of his- 
toric events. I should hold, however, that the election to reflect or deliberate, 
while we have awareness of it, can never, once taken, be recaptured and exhibited 
in the descriptive language of empirical psychology. 
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called good without qualification except a Good Will, I take 
him to be thinking of no empty abstraction or self-sufficient 
transcendental entity but of a human disposition responsive to 
the suggestive appeals of which I speak. Of these latter, modern 
analysis has given us a better understanding in detail than was 
available in Kant’s day — doubtless for various reasons better 
than could have been achieved by Kant himself."* The appeals 
by deference to which the Good Will sets before itself problems 
of incommensurability are of course infinite in number and each 
one unique. We may, however, suggest a grouping of these 
under three general heads — the mutual exclusiveness of which 
1 take to be for our present purpose unimportant and in any case 
very likely inexact. Suppose we say, accordingly, that there are 
(i) appeals of authority (in a great variety of forms) for com- 
pliance. (2) Other persons (overtly or by virtue of our imputa- 
tion to them of a need they do not express in words) appeal to 
us for greater freedom and opportunity as members of the 
social order, for direct aid in particular situations, for a sympa- 
thetic and participating interest in their own views or hopes 
or undertakings. (3) Self-regarding impulses of one’s own lay 
claim to some measure of new recognition in the approved 
scheme of life. No detailed analysis or illustration seems neces- 
sary in this connection. 

I have spoken of these incentives as appeals in order to sug- 
gest that there is in human nature a native disposition to respond 
to them — to “appeal” to a court or to another person is to as- 
sume a legal duty of the one or a humane disposition of the 
other to hear and give relief — ^and as suggestive because, unlike 
the “perilous” eventualities that beset the path of life, they are 
received by us with affirmative interest if not cordiality, as indi- 
cators of possible betterment for all concerned. To call them 
“appeals” does not imply that they ask for more than justice: 
it means that their claim of justice asks for and awaits an ethical 

** An important contribution which I wish personally to acknowledge was 
made to this better understanding by the series of studies by J. Mark Baldwin, 
published under the general caption of Menteil Develofment in the Child and in 
the Race. These have the great merit of subordinating the observer’s interest in 
problems of genesis and training to a primary endeavor to understand what the 
crucial stages in mental development mean to the mind in course of development. 
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determination in which they shall have a voice. Response to 
them is not persistence of need in the respondent but quest for 
new interests and orders of experience establishing and sustain- 
ing new needs as yet not predictable. Now because the new needs, 
toward which responses to these incentives look, transcend past 
and present experience, they must, in principle, sufFer in com- 
petition with already established habitual needs whose congenial 
satisfactions are already familiarly known. If there is, in human 
affairs, to be progression in the types of motivation directing the 
private and social behavior of the individual (and I take it that 
the essential concern of ethics is with the mediation of just this 
advance) it is because the inevitable competitive disadvantage of 
new incentives as compared with old can be and is offset. There 
is possible a change of venue away from the plane of competi- 
tion. There is a will in the individual to proceed on faith and 
on presumption — presumption that the incentives are by ob- 
jective criteria deserving of trust, and faith that the new level 
or order of experience attained will require no comparison with 
the old, and from the old point of view, to substantiate it.*® 

** This is why I am unable to follow Professor Dewey in his view that the 
‘^hedonistic element is that which renders utilitarianism vulnerable in theory and 
unworkable in practice” {Ethics of 1932, 268), First of all, I do not myself 
believe it ultimately to be possible to eliminate hedonism from any ethical theory 
that can be called utilitarian in an exact sense of the term. Nothing seems to me 
less disputable than that much of the time, and quite rightly, individuals and 
communities decide for certain modes of behavior in preference to others because 
they have found the former more agreeable in the past and wish to repeat the 
pleasure. 1 do not hold that pleasure arouses or explains desire; undoubtedly 
without desire there would be no pleasure. But this truism seems to me to be 
irrelevant to the question of the basis of our frequent preference of one alternative 
action to another^ both of which we have performed in the past. In fact, “Men 
like some of the consequences and dislike others. Henceforth (or till attraction and 
repulsion alter) attaining or averting similar consequences are aims or ends.” 
{Human Nature and Conduct^ 215). For the sake of the argument, however, let 
it be assumed that utilitarianism can be purged of hedonism. “Suppose we drop 
the hedonistic emphasis upon states of pleasure and pain and substitute the wider, 
if vaguer^ ideal of well-being, welfare, happiness, as the proper standard of 
approval.” {Ethics of 1932, 264; my italics). In that case, as Professor Dewey 
goes on to point out, “the more arc we compelled to fall back on personal 
character as the only guarantee” that objective consequences rather than antici- 
pated pleasures will operate as a standard. Just this, 1 should say, is the con- 
tinuing and undiminished objection to utilitarianism which is no less “vulnerable 
in theory and unworkable in practice” than before the supposed change. “Per- 
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Intrusive incentives such as these are the actual realities which 
the "motives” of traditional ethical theories represent. In the 
particular situation in which it functions, such an incentive is a 
particular impulsion looking toward some particular but not 
necessarily as yet determined action. Intruding upon us, how- 
ever, in the midst of "conditions wholly good,” such incentives 
encounter an initial barrage of adverse criticism. For they are 
heedless of the way in which we have ordered the more immedi- 
ate situation and its relations with the wider context of experi- 
ence in which we have placed it. As seen from the point of view 
of the categories and values which have given the situation the 
general character it has for us, they are intellectually irrelevant 
and emotionally irresponsible. They demand recognition and 
influence without oflFering plan or method by which these can 
comfortably be accorded. And yet, partly because of these rea- 
sons and partly in spite of them, they may interest and attract 
us. If so, we fend off such criticism by invoking in their behalf 
the sanction of "universals,” such as sympathy, loyalty, rever- 
ence, ambition, love, obedience, humility, self-respect, benevo- 
lence, self-sacrifice — conceptions which by more or less plausible 
analogy, carry over to new and suspect incentives some share of 
the credit and authority already attaching to approved modes 
of concrete conduct which they denote. From the point of view 
of incommensurability as the mark of an ethical situation, the 
intrusive incentive in any particular case is the “motive” to which 
the eventual action resolving the situation must be referred in 
retrospect. Without the new incentive there would have been no 

sonal character” remains the standard, without provision of any method whereby 
personal character may subject itself to criticism in new junctures and keep itself, 
with temperance and courage, in the way of new enlightenment — waiving the point 
that, in an ostensible standard, vagueness is above all the one thing that 
ought to warn us that something is amiss. Utilitarianism no matter in what form, 
is essentially reliance on a standard. I fail to see wherein even a “de-hedonized” 
utilitarianism is more adequate as an ethical method than a “fundamentalist” 
perceptual intuitionism. The latter also comes, in the end, to reliance on one’s 
personal character of the moment as a standard. As Professor Dewey wrote in 
1908 {EthieSy 206-207); “The moral issue does not arise,” so long as an end 
stands alone unquestioned; and again in 1932 (EthieSy 173): “Moral theory 
cannot emerge when there is positive belief as to what is right and what is 



DEWEY’S ETHICAL THEORY 323 

problem; without the problem no ethical solution and no new 
experience. Ethical theory however, with a partiality for names 
or universals over the realities for which these stand, takes the 
“motives” of conduct to be those real or fictitious general dis- 
positions with the aid of which the actual motives — the intrusive 
incentives — ^are, in case of need, enabled to defend their place 
in our attention and exert their influence. 

It is from this misplacement of the term that arises the familiar 
conception of conduct as a temporally circumscribed event — 
brought to pass by a “motive” pushing, as it were, from behind 
and followed by consequences which are its “intention.” And 
from this conception arise ( i ) the problem as to whether “mo- 
tive” or “intention” determines the moral quality of “conduct” 
and (2) the paradoxes of good motives prompting to bad conduct 
and of conduct good by every current criterion of results but 
prompted by evil or sordidly calculating motives. To enlarge 
upon these problems is surely unnecessary. It is tempting but, 
I think, far from satisfactory, to dispose of them by a short and 
easy answer: Simply remember that a motive is no longer good 
that persists in the face of unexpected evil consequences and that 
collateral and incidental evil consequences destroy or diminish 
the goodness of an intention otherwise deserving approval. The 
distinction of “motive” and “intention” is, in a word, an unreal 
one: a motive is no motive at all unless it have determinate 
consequences in view and therefore is intention j and again, our 
real intention is, in every case, our motive — ^that indivisible 
whole of foreseen consequences which actually we let move us.** 

Dialectically this disposition of the problem is more or less 
effective; but effective only from the point of view of an ob- 
server — ^an observer who has a definite notion of his own as 
to what is good and what is bad in the situation he is watching 
and would have the reflecting individual take his word for it 
without more ado. But for the latter, it is of the essence of the 
sitviation that the rightness and wrongness' of the motives and 
intentions which constitute it are precisely what he must deter- 

** Study of Ethics: A Syllabus, (1894), 50-56 (Sec. XXVI); Ethics, 
(1908), 246-254; Human Nature and Conduct, (1922), 118-124; Ethics, 1932), 
184-188. 
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mine. And unless for the reflecting individual a presumption of 
rightness attach to the intrusive incentive in defiance of his cus- 
tomary valuation of its predictable consequences, the incentive, 
the motive, will cease to move him and reflection upon the 
problem summarily be quashed. To urge upon him that motives, 
must move to some result in particular and are therefore in- 
tentions, that our only real intentions are those that in the end 
actually move us and are therefore motives — this telescoping 
annihilation of the reflective interval can only confuse him in 
the delicately critical moment of the first hesitant stirrings of the 
reflective interest. Such assertions as these are not, indeed, from 
every point of view untrue; from the reflective point of view 
they are irrelevant, which is worse. To press them at this critical 
moment in reflection is to divert attention from exploration of 
the concrete possibilities and promise of the new incentive to an 
anxious and premature reckoning of the incentive’s worth — a 
reckoning which at this early stage can only be in terms of stand- 
ards holding over from the past. It is to halt deliberation by a 
virtual denial of the first principle of all ethical deliberation — 
that in critical emergencies the values of the predictable conse- 
quences of the actions at issue shall be determined experimen- 
tally and afresh. With all its seeming dogmatism and rigidity, 
ethical intuitionism must be credited, paradoxically enough it 
may seem, with the historic service of keeping this principle 
from being quite lost to view in the strife of ethical theories. 
For in its total rejection of the teleological axiom of its more 
sophisticated and superficially more progressive opponents, in- 
tuitionism has comprised the less sweeping refusal to base judg- 
ment of the rightness and wrongness of general types of conduct 
or of particular acts upon a consideration of their de facto con- 
sequences as currently understood and appraised. I believe the 
latter to have been the true meaning and intent of intuitionism in 
the history of ethics, however misleadingly expressed. Intuition- 
ism has had the all-important negative merit of expressing not 
stupidity or obscurantism but the individual’s will towards free- 
dom from the binding power of habit. This, as I believe, is the 
meaning of the “quest for certainty” in other fields as well of 
theoretical enquiry. In this way intuitionism has kept the possi- 
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bility open for the more adequate expression of the will to 
freedom in an ethical theory of reflective reconstruction of moral 
norms. The actual aid and encouragement it has historically 
given to moral innovation and progress has probably on the 
whole more than offset its conservative tendency at particular 
times to confirm and consecrate modes of conduct that have 
become obsolete and restrictive.” 

That actions cannot be judged without taking account of their 
concrete consequences of all significant kinds is a proposition 
having, as it stands, an altogether uncertain meaning for ethical 
theory.” Everything depends upon the manner of the taking 
into account. First of all, of course, any action that is ethically 
judged at all, already comprises much that, from a purely physi- 
cal point of view, is consequent upon an initial physical act. No 
one, however, takes the trouble to condemn the initial act of 
fingers which trace marks on paper with a pen because they have 
as consequences a simulated signature and loss of money by a 
bank-depositor. Nor do we condemn the initial act of the crook- 
ing of a finger because it pulls a trigger, explodes a cartridge 
and so kills a man. We condemn instead the intentional acts of 
forgery and murder; question may then arise as to the sig- 
nificance for this judgment of the consequences which these kinds 
of total and meaningful action entail. How shall their conse- 
quences be taken into account? — meaning now by “consequences” 
the effects of forgery or murder upon the perpetrator’s char- 
acter, upon the victim, and upon the well-being of society at 
large. In the case of these particular sorts of behavior, however, 
it seems of course, to the general mind, not a little strained and 
artificial, apart from extenuating circumstances in a particular 

" Cf. Professor Philip Wheelwright: A Critical Introduction to Ethics^ 1 30-141. 
Discussions of motive and intention usually run in terms of cases so obviously 
cut and dried as altogether to remove the problem from its true setting of reflec- 
tive procedure. We read, for example, of a prosecutor animated by desire for 
acclaim or political advancement who strives hard for the spcially desirable re- 
sult of convicting a dangerous criminal; or of a defense attorney who, from 
a motive of unselfish personal friendship, acquits an innocent man by the only 
possible expedient of procuring perjured testimony. Such examples are on a par 
with discoursing on the mortality of “all men” and of “Socrates” to elucidate 
the nature of inference. 

“ Cf. Human Nature and Conduct^ 44 ff. 
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case, to consider such a question at all. Forgery and murder are 
crimes — for reasons moderns have forgotten, if, indeed, they 
ever were appreciated in their full extent and gravity. These 
crimes are at all events sins for us now: and of course we are 
all of us, like the clergyman in the now classic story, “against 
sin” — ^which is an end of the matter. Let us turn then to kinds 
of behavior more definitely problematical in this day and age — 
divorce, strikes, “work-relief,” war, for example, upon which 
there is ethical judgment less prompt and unanimous than our 
moral judgment upon the kinds of action with which it seemed 
easier to begin this paragraph. 

In deliberation upon such phenomena for ethical consider- 
ation as these, there are two ways in which “consequences” may 
be taken into account. One of these ways is to ascertain the proxi- 
mate and long-range consequences of every kind, both of doing 
and of leaving undone the act in question — ^in order that we may 
know as fully and precisely as possible just what the alternatives 
factually are with which we have to do. Until this has been 
done (and I say until without wishing to suggest that the two 
procedures are separate in time or can go forward without inter- 
action and mutual support) it must be utterly impossible to 
deliberate ethically to any useful purpose whatever. For ethical 
deliberation, we must surely know what the problem is upon 
which we are to deliberate. The other way of taking consequences 
into account is to carry forward our survey on all sides until 
“some habit or some combination of elements of habits finds a 
way fully open,” until “energy is released” and “the mind is 
made up, composed, unified.” The one way assumes that there 
is a logical distinction between ( i ) the completest possible defi- 
nition of alternatives in terms of “consequences” in their far- 
reaching factual detail and (2) ethical deliberation upon them 
as they are thus defined — this being an essentially social or 
democratic procedure in which the deliberator self-consciously 
keeps himself exposed to every type of environmental sugges- 
tion and appeal in the expectation of changes in his ruling prin- 
ciples and aims." The other way seems to me simply to identify 

"That Kant meant anything essentially at variance with this position by his 
insistence upon the ethical irrelevance of consequences, I do not in the least be- 
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ethical procedure with the full factual description of the alterna- 
tives and the progressive complexities of aflFective and emotional 
response to them which already established habits automatically 
record. This way, as it seems to me, amounts to denial of the 
ethical point of view. *‘Most conflicts of importance,” writes 
Professor Dewey, “are conflicts between things which are or 
have been satisfying, not between good and evil.’”® We ought 
instead to say, I think, that ethical conflicts are between things, 
on the one hand, which are or have been found satisfying, and 
things, on the other hand, which have never been found satisfy- 
ing, for the very excellent reason that they have never been 
known before. In the aspect which the precise juncture at hand 
puts upon them, these things as here and now suggested are 
found incommensurable with the congenial and the satisfying." 

There is, it seems to me, a certain danger to the cause of 
progress in such a statement as the following: “What is needed 
is intelligent examination of the consequences that are actually 
effected by inherited institutions and customs, in order that there 
may be intelligent consideration of the ways in which they are 
to be intentionally modified in behalf of generation of different 
consequences.”" Intelligence is, of course, always more to be 
prized in its place than unintelligence. If we are to have ex- 
amination of consequences, consideration of desirable modifica- 
tions of institutions, and of the generation of different conse- 


lieve. What he meant by his extensively caricatured formalism was simply the 
important truth that moral progress is possible only when the individual not only 
divorces himself from allegiance to old good but avoids the plausible mistake 
of evaluating proposed new good by the method of consequences. For the latter 
is to put on one’s chains again after having put them off. Kant’s primary con- 
cern with concrete moral progress, individual and social, seems to me evident 
throughout the Critique of Practical Reason — which I take to be, though perhaps 
seldom read today, the most penetrating and the truest analysis of our ethical 
experience ever set down in writing. 

^ The Quest for Certainty^ Chapter X (“The Construction of Good”), 266. 

“ Things which have been found satisfjdng in the pasjt may, indeed, be in con- 
flict with each other in the present. Perhaps as a rule, however, they are dealt 
with as commensurable, in which happy case the conflict is not ethical. If they 
are treated as incommensurable, it is because one of them at least has, as reappear- 
ing in the present juncture, suggestive ‘ aspects or implications of novelty and 
promise. 

“in The Quest for Certainty^ Chapter just cited, 273. 
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quences, these ought all to be, at least in a certain sense, intelli- 
gent. But as I have argued above, perhaps at too great length, 
there is a sense of “intelligence” which is essentially conserva- 
tive, not to say stationary. That any such meaning of the term 
is very far from Professor Dewey’s intent is of course evident 
from the whole context of the passage quoted. 

Reflection upon what we have liked and have enjoyed . . . tells us 
nothing about the value of these things until enjoyments are them- 
selves reflectively controlled. . . . We are not, then, to get away from 
enjoyments experienced in the past and from recall of them, but from the 
notion that they are the arbiters of things to be further enjoyed. 

The statement could hardly be bettered as a warning against a 
supine bondage to the habitual past. But it is, I think, fair to 
urge that precisely what are the content and the method of the 
“intelligence” that is to be the “arbiter” requires clearer speci- 
fication, if misconception of his meaning is not to vitiate Pro- 
fessor Dewey’s intended teaching. And I think this is confirmed 
by two final passages which I shall cite, the one from the same 
chapter^’ and the other from the Logic, “Where will regulation 
come from,” writes Professor Dewey, 

if we surrender familiar and traditionally prized values as our directive 
standards? Very largely from the findings of the natural sciences. . . . 
[Though of course] it would be too optimistic to say that we have as 
yet enough knowledge of the scientific type to regulate our judgment 
of value very extensively. 

But the findings of the natural sciences are descriptive and inter- 
pretative of actions: they cannot possibly regulate conduct in 
the manner peculiar to values “prized” as “directive standards.” 
And again: 

[Every] measure of social policy put into operation is, logically y and 
should be actually, of the nature of an experiment. For (i) it repre- 
sents the adoption of one out of a number of alternative conceptions 
as possible plans of action, and (2) its execution is followed by conse- 
quences which, while not as capable of definite or exclusive differentia- 
tion as in the case of physical experimentation, are none the less observ- 

” The Quest for Certainty^ 273 - 274 . 
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able within limits, so they may serve as tests of the validity of the con- 
ception acted upon.** 

But consequences are, in the logic of ethics, incompetent to serve 
as tests of validity until they have themselves been weighed and 
measured and assigned their provisional degree of ethical 
significance. 

IX 

This discussion began with a brief reference to the status of 
method in experience. It was held that, unless ethics is an illu- 
sion due to a misleading “language-habit,” there is in our ex- 
perience a distinctive method of ethics and that this method is 
autonomous or constructive, not instrumental and subsidiary to 
the attainment of pre-determined ends. It was suggested that if 
the method of adaptive adjustment appropriate to “precarious” 
situations is regarded as instrumental and subsidiary in this way, 
then ethical method might be regarded, appropriating Profes- 
sor Dewey’s term (otherwise applied by him) as “supreme” in 
its province. In this application, the term would imply that 
ends-in-view, toward which the method of adaptation is instru- 
mental, tend more and more, with the advancement of human 
society and the increasing sway of rational reflection over con- 
duct, to be the outcome of prior ethical or constructive deter- 
mination. This fact naturalism, from its point of view of external 
observation, loses sight of in a sweeping conception of dis- 
tinguishable “situations” in experience as essentially “precari- 
ous” and of all deliberation as adaptive. It was suggested that 
ethical reflection and ethical theory could never have emerged 
from a nervous and shrinking dread of “disturbance” and the 
“precarious,” and a yearning of the “organism” for the security 
of restored equilibrium or “integrated interaction” with the 
environment. These latter reactions of the “organism” when 
they occur represent a tacit commitment to what some naturalists 
are fond of calling “animal drive” — the urgent impulsion of the 
moment — whereas ethical reflection represents a type of con- 
structive interplay of incommensurable interests which “animal 
drive” never institutes. 

** Logic, 508-509. 
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This, however, was somewhat in the nature of a first ap- 
proximation. If there really were, as Professor Dewey insists, 
a “natural continuity of inquiry with organic behavior,”" one 
might well begin to suspect argument about the status of 
methods as “instrumental” or “supreme” of being more than 
a little absurd. For if inquiry and organic behavior form a con- 
tinuity, may not the same be true of inquiry and the method of 
inquiry? And according to Professor Dewey, just this is true. 
In art and in law, for example, “new formal properties accrue 
to subject-matter in virtue of its subjection to certain types of 
operation.” The ordinary human activities of the dance, paint- 
ing, sculpture, literature, music, in this way become fine artsj 
inevitable transactions between men begin to find their places 
in an ordered juristic system of crimes, torts, contracts, partner- 
ships. The transformation in all such instances is accomplished 
by “subjection” of subject-matter to “certain types of operation” 
or “formal conceptions” — ^which latter, however, “are not im- 
posed upon” the subject-matter “from on high or from any 
external a -priori source. But W’hen they are formed, they are 
also jormative; they regulate the proper conduct of the activi- 
ties out of which they develop.” So “the way in which men do 
think” may legitimately be contrasted with “the ways in which 
they ought to think,” provided the difference denoted is “like 
that between good and bad farming or good and bad medical 
practice.” “Just as art forms and legal forms are capable of 
independent discussion and development, so are logical forms, 
even though the ‘independence’ in question is intermediate, not 
final and complete.” The idea, to be sure, is unfamiliar in logic, 
but logical forms, like the forms of art or law or farming, 
“originate out of experiential material, and when constituted 
introduce new ways of operating \wth prior materials, which 
ways modify the material out of which they develop.”*" 


^ Ibii.y 101-103. The last italics in the above are mine. I call attention to 
the distinction between the actually occurring and authentic subjection of subject- 
matter to certain types of operation (under which formal properties accrue) and 
the imposition of formal conceptions “from on high,” which is regarded as 
mythical; also to the constituting of logical forms after they have “developed” or 
“originated out of** the subject-matter — operations upon which they thereafter 
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I find this “metaphysical deduction” of the formal as dubious 
as the idealism for which Berkeley, to his embarrassment, found 
the common English idiom so unsuited; the difficulty, not to 
say impossibility, of achieving anything like consistency of state- 
ment seems to me as obvious and as significant in the one case 
as in the other. The assertion of a “natural continuity” of inquiry 
with organic behavior, while undoubtedly consistent naturalism, 
seems to me to be untrue to experience and unintelligible. In 
this matter as in very many others it is important to distinguish 
with some care the point of view of the observer of behavior 
from the “outside” from that of the individual within whose 
experience an idea or conception or function first makes its 
overt appearance. As Professor Dewey remarks, “The existence 
of inquiries is not a matter of doubt. They enter into every 
area of life and into every aspect of every area.’”’ From which 
of these two points of view, however, is this statement made? 
From that of the human experience in which the existence of 
inquiry was first noted and observed, or from that of an ob- 
server, interested in the phenomenon or function of inquiry as 
a procedure, socially or privately advantageous the more actively 
it is carried on and everywhere needing protection and encour- 
agement? I suggest, the latter. But for the purpose in hand, 
which is to determine the continuity or the discontinuity of 
inquiry with organic behavior this point of view seems to me to 
be irrelevant and misleading: the conclusion in which its adop- 
tion results is of a piece with the identification of thought with 
implicit bodily movements. The observer may well, and com- 
mendably, be concerned to promote the spread and vigor of 
inquiry as a human function or, as a logician, to “constitute” 
the due order of its successive stages. It would seem, however, 
that for the observer’s embarkation on either enterprise some 
antecedent direct acquaintance with the function must be requi- 
site. In his vocabulary, at least, there is certainly “a word for 

* — . - . 

keep true to form. Is it pertinent to ask why and by what natural impulsion the 
constituting is done? And by what natural impulsion the conformity of the new 
ways of operating with the newly constituted logical forms is maintained and a 
due tolerance of divergence allowed? 
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it.” But if there is a word, then on any theory of language, 
supplying the meaning of this word which his vocal mechanism 
utters, there must at some time and for some person have been 
an immediate and personal awareness of inquiry as a procedure 
then and there playing a vital part in that person’s conduct of 
his own affairs. This awareness may have been an incident or 
episode in the experience of another person than the philan- 
thropic observer, or of many others, from whom the observer 
has had report of it and has learned the word, or (perhaps to 
his deep confusion if he remembers) an episode in his own 
“past.” Whether inquiry and organic behavior are continuous, 
“naturally” or otherwise, must be determined in direct experi- 
ence like this, not in the observer’s descriptive findings and, 
again, not by naturalistic dogma. 

In our direct experience, inquiry is not “known as” naturally 
continuous with organic behavior. It is an interlude, an inter- 
rupting episode, whose continuity with “our common experi- 
ence of free behavior, fluent discourse and direct and confident 
response to substantival meanings”*® is on another basis and 
must be described in other terms than those of naturalism. With 
too little reluctance it may be, 1 excuse myself from attempting 
here this latter task, but the general lines on which I think it 
would have to be carried out may perhaps be indicated. The con- 
tinuity in question is that of self-consciousness, not “nature.” 
In our common or unreflective experience, organic responses are 
made not to “stimuli” categorially determinate which function 
as signs of natural or substantial realities over against us but to 
what are for us directly suggestive wholes of meaning — ^which, 
in nostalgic retrospect from the later point of view of inquiry 
may be termed substantives. Such responses follow upon the 
presentation of substantival meanings with the fluency of words 
and actions evoked by the familiar forms and phrases of one’s 
native language." When inquiry breaks in upon this natural 

“ The Phtlosofhical Review, XL VI, 622-627, 632-633. 

* I think “substantival meanings*’ to be an equivalent of James Ward’s con- 
ception of “presentations” {Psychological Princifles, Cambridge and New York, 
1919} 46-51), Ward speaks of presentations as always “attended to” by a subject 
who, however, may be either “more or less aware” of them (46) and, in using 
the term attention, extends its denotation “so as to include even what we ordi- 
narily call inattention.” (49) 
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continuum of meaning and response, it is as an enterprise which 
one first becomes aware of as dull and tiresome or as mysterious- 
ly strange. Then comes more or less reflective knowledge of it 
as a rival for one^s interest with the more congenial processes it 
contrasts with. First notice, scrutiny, analysis, constitution of 
its normal sequence, decision to prolong it, evaluation of it in 
particular cases as worth while or not, are, as I should maintain, 
attitudes toward inquiry which contrast it with the nature over 
against which the self has fart fassu come to find itself set in 
problematic interaction. 

We may, if we please, from the metaphysical or cosmical 
point of view of a glorified observer, describe the whole scheme 
of reality as one in which selves cope with the ^^nature” over 
against them with the weapon of inquiry. If we are to be 
true empiricists we must not, however, fancy that we can com- 
prise the whole scheme of reality within any conceptual frame- 
work of the “nature” over against us, however prosperously 
employment of the latter may advance our undertakings. And 
finally, method is the perfecting of inquiry and in that sense 
continuous with it, if not inherent in it; but this continuity, like, 
that of inquiry with fluent behavior, is not a “natural” one. It 
is a continuity of development within the purview and economy 
of self-consciousness. In this economy ethical method expresses 
more nearly the constructiveness, not to say spontaneity, of 
human nature than does the instrumental method of main- 
tenance and adaptation. 

Henry W. Stuart 

Department of Philosophy 
Stanford University 
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DEWEY’S SOCIAL AND POLITICAL 
PHILOSOPHY 

I T is not strange that men have come to be suspicious of pro- 
fessional philosophy. Has it not often given them resound- 
ing phrases and tricky dialectic and moral opium when they 
have approached with their tragically sincere questions? These 
questions, it is true, have not been characteristically about the 
dear delights of philosophy} perhaps that is why they have pro- 
voked patronizing stares. They have been questions more sor- 
did, more earthly, downright inelegant, dealing with grubby 
things like poverty and war, tyranny and ignorance, incompe- 
tence and waste. Today these wonderments of man are likely 
to be even more brutish and imphilosophical, for there is little 
of epistemology or metaphysics — or even symbolic logic — in the 
perplexing discussions about air raids and poison gas and the 
liquidation of the opposition. 

But, after all, what have these problems to do with philoso- 
phy? Philosophy is an august and privileged discipline} the 
material it considers is refined, insulated, precious — so it has been 
said. And further: These rather nasty inquiries men raise are 
handled by social and political philosophy, which is an adjunct of 
ethics, which is an adjunct of metaphysics — that core of all philo- 
sophic thinking. So philosophy can still remain aloof} its skirts 
are clean. Yet, as Irwin Edman puts it, even from the ivory 
tower bombs can be heard. 

There is an overwhelming temptation to become oratorical 
and preach a familiar sermon here. That temptation must be re- 
sisted, if for no other reason than that it would be completely 
out of place in an introduction to the social and political philoso- 
phy of John Dewey. For no one is more impatient than Dewey 
with moralizing. To rant at academic philosophy for its tradi- 
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tional indi£Ference to specific social ills and specific political pro- 
grams, for its sorry defeatism and glaring rationalizations, would 
be moralizing. But it is impossible to resist one small temptation. 
That is the urge, in this connection, to tilt at what is fervently 
hoped to be a man of straw. This hypothetical straw man is the 
modern philosopher who pays only lip service, if that, to “social 
problems” — (such a phrase of exquisite understatement). He 
is comfortably ensconced in some choice difficulty, deep and 
esoteric — ^preferably in a mathematical or symbolic sense — and 
watches the world pass by his window. The window is closed} 
no sound or smell reaches him. This is a caricature. But let us 
make believe it isn’t. Is there any valid reason why this picture 
is, at least to some, a repellent one? 

In a sense, of course, the whole Dewey philosophy is an 
answer to this question. But a more ad hoc reason for being pro- 
foundly suspicious of such an emancipated philosopher is that he 
seems singularly insensitive to the future of his trade. William 
James, writing at a time which might now be looked upon as 
almost the halcyon days, could still quote with warm approval 
those eloquent words of Morrison Swift: “The philosophers are 
dealing in shades, while those who live and feel know truth. 
And the mind of mankind — not yet the mind of philosophers 
and of the proprietary class — ^but of the great mass of the silently 
thinking men and feeling men, is coming to this view.” How 
much more shadowy are the dear delights of philosophy today 
when one good push may bring about the collapse of everything 
that can be called civilized? How many more sabbatical years are 
due philosophic intelligence before it can be expected to go to 
work upon problems crying out so loudly for solution that they 
drown out the sirens warning of the bombers — problems, it 
should be added, grand, catholic, and possibly even unanswer- 
able enough to attract the most courageous philosopher? 

In turning, however, from rhetoric to John Dewey, it seems 
superfluous to call attention to the commanding position social 
philosophy occupies in his life and thought. Every essay in this 
volume must have made such a note. The attempt here must 
be rather to investigate the elements of that dominating socio- 
political strain in Dewey’s work, starting with the very reasons 
why it has played a nujor role in his characteristic arguments. 
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I. The Challenge to Philosophy 

It was William James who phrased one of the most poetic 
descriptions of philosophy when he termed it a name for un- 
answered questions. That phrasing well suggests the fascination 
which has been forever attached to the philosophic enterprise, 
the fascination of playing with profound riddles whose solutions 
are not waiting in the pages at the back of a book. But of much 
more weight in such a description of philosophy is the implied 
challenge. John Dewey has responded to that challenge as has 
no other philosopher. For what are the unanswered questions 
that today almost scream for attention? They no longer reside — 
if they ever did — ^in “sterile metaphysics and sterile episte- 
mology;” neither are they inhabitants of some completely for- 
mal realm of sign-manipulation. In social relations and conflicts, 
in political and economic struggles, in a depressed ethics and a 
fumbling law and a struggling education — here are to be found 
the questions that demand answers. The failure to answer them, 
even to notice them, is the tragic and, it may well be, fatal in- 
dictment of human intelligence. This social orientation of 
Dewey’s thinking is so familiar that documentation seems im- 
pertinent, although attention should be directed to the extraor- 
dinarily eloquent passages in his Reconstruction in Philoso- 
fhy^ They show so graphically that even an orthodox defini- 
tion of philosophy will provide a challenge for any thinker 
sensitive to questions which are really unanswered — and which 
demand answers. 

But the social orientation of philosophy implies much more 
for Dewey than simply the opportunity of coming to grips with 
a stimulating enigma. It implies also something possibly less 
dramatic than the repeated warning that free philosophy itself 
has little place in the tortured and decadent brutalitarianism 
that looms ahead should these questions remain unanswered or 
be answered unintelligently. The social emph;isis in Dewey’s 
thought has been above all a function and an illustration of his 
entire experimental approach; for it is precisely the glaring 
failure of human intelligence in the social field that has cast the 
sharpest focus on the meaning and urgency of scientific method. 

'Chap. V, 123 ff. and Chap. VIII. 
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This gloomy failure of reflective thinking is principally a 
methodological collapse, and it has impressed Dewey probably 
more than has any other human phenomenon. The incredible 
gap between technological advance and the application of that 
advance to the economic and political scene is nothing less than 
the almost deliberate abdication of intelligence from a whole area 
of human experience. After all, it is no secret why there have 
been fantastic revolutions in natural science} any history book 
will report the reasons. Man has finally learned to use experi- 
mental inquiry in the fields that have now been designated as 
“scientific.” It is gratuitous to add that these fields were not 
Indigenously “scientific,” or that they indeed became “scientific” 
as they responded to the employment of a method. The point 
here is to lament the divorce of that same attitude of critical 
investigation from social questions. It would be but trite to pro- 
claim that reflective thinking is used wholeheartedly by the 
mechanic in repairing an automobile, and that it is just as whole- 
heartedly absent when the United States Senate debates on con- 
firming a Presidential appointee} that the physician employs 
diagnosis and hypothesis and application, which are conspicu- 
ously shunned by economic doctors and political practitioners. 
The unbelievable lag in referring the recognized methods of 
scientific techniques to disciplines other than the natural studies 
is so commonplace that it has become the occasion for good- 
natured humor. We are indeed confronted with what, in an- 
other setting, Lewis Mumford has called a pseudomorph — a cul- 
tural hang-over. It is exactly this fatal hesitation that has so 
profoundly disturbed a whole generation of thinkers of whom 
John Dewey is the most articulate and persistent representative. 
But it is not simply the humanism of Dewey that has been 
shocked by our social and political failures. His sense of the 
power of logic as a tool for inquiry has been correspondingly 
shocked — if there is any meaning in separating his logic from 
his humanism. 

Social philosophy is thus an integral part of Dewey’s thought. 
It is linked, first of all, with the very genesis of all philosophic 
enterprise — the concern with “questions of the most perplexing 
and significant sort.” The task and meaning of philosophy itself, 
of human intelligence using reflective methods of inquiry to cope 
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with relevant and unanswered problems, can in no way be dis- 
sociated from human (#.«., social) life. By implication this is, 
of course, a challenge to the traditional philosophic traffic with 
irrelevant and unanswerable problems. In the second place, the 
extraordinary insolvency of social thinking testifies to an absence 
of fruitful method. The use of intelligence as revelatory instead 
of instrumental may go far in explaining this apparent scientific 
bankruptcy of much economic and political speculation. As illus- 
trative, therefore, of that fundamental distortion in human 
intelligence which has called into action the entire instrumental- 
ist attack, social philosophy is legitimately John Dewey’s first 
and last love. 

II. Method 

It would be but tedious to launch into one more exposition of 
Dewey’s instrumentalism, but, at the risk of repetition, the fol- 
lowing points may be suggested. As fundamental to his entire 
reconstruction, Dewey has attacked, with all the weapons in his 
armory, the traditional elevation of knowledge over doing, of 
theory above practice. This elevation has inevitably taken the 
course of locating the object of knowledge in a realm of fixed 
Being, existing antecedently to the act of knowing, and being 
revealed to the knower by his act. Such a realm of Essence is, to 
be sure, a changeless and precious one: philosophy becomes “the 
quest for certainty.” As a corrective for this — to him the philo- 
sophic fallacy — Dewey has insisted again and again that know- 
ing is a form of doing, that it cannot exist apart from that which is 
known, that the objects of knowledge are the consequences of 
operations performed and are not mysterious entities existing 
sufficiently before the act of knowing, waiting, as it were, to be 
illuminated. These operations of knowing are decisive. They 
consist of experiments, instruments, methods, by which the very 
conditions that make knowing possible are created. This search 
for methods of control should be the philosophic quest as it is 
the scientific quest. “The heart of the experimental method,” 
Dewey writes, “is determination of the significance of observed 
things by means of deliberate institution of modes of inter- 
action.”* 

* Logic: The Theory of Inquiry (1938), sii* 
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There is nothing novel about this interpretation of knowl- 
edge. Dewey points out that knowing as operational is a com- 
monplace in the activities of science. The conviction that method 
is more important than conclusion is the very essence of scien- 
tific experimentalism. It was indeed this concentration upon 
technique instead of upon final ends that provided the magic to 
transform out of a supernatural theology and philosophy what 
we now know as physical science. But this very lack of novelty 
is, for Dewey, the impressive element, for it indicates a stupen- 
dous failure of philosophy, above all of social philosophy, to 
avail itself of recognized approaches to problem solving. The 
paralysis of method is the fatal disease here. However, no 
worship of physical science is intended in this connection. Dewey 
has argued repeatedly that all aspects of experience are equally 
real — science has no vested claim upon it. Experimentalism 
means much more than the use of tricky machinery. In its widest 
sense it signifies opposition to fixed ends, system-making, and 
changelessness j it signifies a refusal to divorce thought from 
action. It stands for provisionalism and reconstruction, the re- 
liance, that is, upon working hypotheses rather than upon im- 
mutable principles. Thus, science is in no wise limited to the 
professional scientist. It represents an attitude that can func- 
tion in any area of experience, an attitude of free and efFective 
intelligence. The extension of such a temper would be indeed 
the “unified science” that is being sought in many circles.* 

And the installation of this experimental methodology would 
constitute a true Copernican revolution in social and political 
philosophy. For it would dislocate the orbit of social thinking 
which to so great an extent is now centered in fixed concepts 
and bound to them by what Dewey has termed “the logic of 
general notions.” For example, 

we need guidance in dealing with particular perplexities in domestic life, 
and are met by dissertations on the Family or by assertions of the 
sacredness of individual Personality. We want to know about the worth 
of the institution of private property as it operates under given conditions 
of time and place. We meet with the reply of Proudhon that property 

* See Dewey’s paper in the International Eneyelofedia of Unified Science (Uni- 
venity of Chicago Press, 1938), Vol. I, No. 1. 
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generally is theft, or with that of Hegel that the realization of will is the 
end of all institutions, and that private ownership as the expression of 
mastery of personality over physical nature is a necessary element in 
such realization.* 

. . . The conceptions involved were not regarded as hyfotheses to be 
employed in observation and ordering of phenomena, and hence to be 
tested by the consequences produced by acting upon them. They were 
regarded as truths already established and therefore unquestionable. 
Furthermore, it is evident that the conceptions were not framed with 
reference to the needs and tensions existing at a particular time and 
flaccy or as methods of resolving ills then and there existing, but as 
universal principles applicable anywhere and everywhere.® 

Such pronouncements of universal principles end investigation 
instead of initiating it. (Especially do they end it in favor of 
the status quo.) The demand must be, however, for the specific 
formulation and diagnosis of problems, for data, for provisional 
multiple-working hypotheses, for the testing of beliefs by con- 
sequences, for empirical verification, where possible. But, more 
than anything else, the reconstruction of social philosophy re- 
quires that programs cannot be determined in advance. This is 
fundamental. It does not mean — as caricaturists would have us 
imagine — that the instrumentalist starts from a vacuum with 
no concepts or theories whatsoever. It does mean that such con- 
cepts and theories be used as tools of inquiry to advance inves- 
tigation instead of to block it. It does mean that programs of 
action be regarded as working hypotheses to be supported or 
repudiated, as they are in the natural sciences, by the conse- 
quences which follow. 

This may all sound plausible if dull. But the acceptance of 
such a policy would remove from social and political philosophy 
some of our most cherished playthings. It would make think- 
ing in this field a matter of gathering prosaic facts and putting 
forward tentative and halting explanations, risking them to 
ridicule and collapse at every moment, accepting their collapse 
and trying other solutions — ^all of which would be considered 
by many thinkers as dreadfully dreary and grubby business, 
quite different from the warm and pleasing irrelevance of after- 

^ Dewey in Reconstruction in Philosofhy (1920), 189. 

^ Logic: The Theory of Inquiry ^ 505-6. 
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dinner conversation. It would mean, in short, a revolution in 
thought just as middle-class and unspectacular, but just as stu- 
pendous, as the revolution in industry of a century ago. 

Now, the experimental method in social philosophy does 
not mean — as, again, caricaturists paint it — ^“the carrying on of 
experiments like that of laboratories.”® Each aspect of experi- 
ence demands its own methods. For instance, one of the prime 
requirements for introducing a greater measure of reflective 
thinking into the social sciences is that freedom of inquiry and 
publication of results must be given much more than lip service. 
Whatever facts are discovered by experts must be “made known, 
and not simply be found out” (a phrase that Dewey uses often). 
This implies something quite other than platitudes about free 
speech. It is a positive, indeed a belligerent, qualification that is 
as vital in this whole region of investigation as are the condi- 
tions of precision and objectivity in the disciplines of science. 
Indeed, Dewey argues that the Great Society can turn into the 
democratic Great Community only when “free social inquiry is 
indissolubly wedded to the art of full and moving communica- 
tion.’” A glance at present world society will turn such a seem- 
ingly harmless statement of a necessary experimental condition 
into another revolutionary proclamation. 

This insistence that identical methods are not everywhere 
applicable, that scientific control is not a term that can be length- 
ened and shortened, procrustean-like, to fit any situation, should 
illuminate the characteristic criticism that “science” (presumably 
scientific method) is responsible for the very world tragedy in 
which man today finds himself. The subject is a rich one for 
moralists. However, Dewey is unpoetic enough to regard “sci- 
ence” as impersonal. It can neither be debited nor credited. The 
indictment should be changed, its attention redirected to the 
unthinkable stupidity of using scientific method to extend in- 
terests which preceded its rise instead of to modify men’s social 
acts and attitudes.® The benefits of science have not been spread 

* Sec Dewey’s The Public and Its Problems (1927), 202. 

'‘Ibid., 184. 

*In this connection, note Dewey’s Philosofhy and Civilization (1931), 324. 
The last chapter in this book, ‘‘Science and Society,” is very important for this 
whole point. See also the recent book by R. S. Lynd, Knowledge for Whatf 
(Princeton University Press, 1939). 
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outj and in this conflict between pre-scientific ideas and post- 
scientific realities has been nourished a “class struggle” more 
portentous than any in economic history. In fact, it is not simply 
democracy or capitalism that is on trial. That would be almost 
too simple a problem. Collective intelligence itself is at stake. 
The great scientific revolution is still to come. 

If all this sounds academic and stilted, even — of all words — 
“theoretical,” it must be remembered that John Dewey, in his 
long life, has been much more than a professional philosopher. 
He has been, among many other things, a publicist and editor, 
even a pamphleteer and propagandist. In a brief exposition such 
as this there is no opportunity to illustrate how he has actually 
applied his instrumentalist theories — although the following 
section will attempt to give some content to his method by re- 
ferring it to some traditional problems in social and political 
thinking. Of course, even a casual reading of the newspapers 
over a period of years would draw the attention of the reader to 
Dewey’s specific interests in social problems. No liberal move- 
ment of significance and weight has failed to enlist his ungrudg- 
ing support, and no cause, however unorthodox, which proffers 
specific contributions and criticisms has gone unrecognized by 
him. Only a reading of a book like Characters and Events: Pop- 
ular Essays in Social and Political Philosophy (1929), which 
is composed largely of articles written by Dewey for the Neva 
Republic during his long connection with that periodical, can 
show how the touch of his method gives an incandescence to 
what might otherwise be considered the most trivial of issues. 
But this whole question of technique requires illustration. 

III. The Individual and Society 

There is nothing quite so conducive to muddy thinking in the 
social sciences as the throwing about of grand generalizations. 
This is so commonplace an observation that it need hardly be 
made. The State, Society, The Individual versus the State, In- 
dividualism and Collectivism, Liberalism and Democracy, 
Fascism and Communism, Competition, CoSperation, Laissez- 
Faire — ^there are the concepts that we talk about when we dis- 
cuss social and political problems. And so often we think the 
problem “solved” when our abstraction has so overcome our 
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opponent’s that, for the moment, he can think of no other 
abstraction with which to counter-attack. But no concept qua 
concept is of any real help here. The very abstractions of In- 
dividual and Society, for example, have done a work of untold 
mischief in deflecting the course of social thinking. When “in- 
dividual” or “society” is looked upon as something in itself and 
factitiously seijarate; when the two are urged to cobperate or 
to remain opposed j when it is graciously admitted that “in real- 
ity” their interests are mutual — then we are in truth in the 
land of dialectic. We are using general ideas to solve particular 
problems. And that, for Dewey, is the mortal sin. 

As soon as The Individual is regarded as a general idea, he 
becomes Something aloof, discrete, insulated; and, of course, 
there immediately arises a Problem. (An epistemological prob- 
lem arises in the same way once the knower and the act of know- 
ing are amputated from the mysterious that-which-is-known.) 
All amputations, especially when they are unnecessary, produce 
serious problems; it is so much easier not to cut in the first place. 
When the individual is severed from something which is called 
Society, to paste the two together again is indeed a task. Now, 
that isolating of the individual from, the group has a certain 
measure of plausibility. No one, not even the most poetic sub- 
scriber to the organic theory of society, can ignore the elemen- 
tary observation that single anatomical beings are the loci of 
action and desire and all else human. 

But only intellectual laziness leads us to conclude that since the form of 
thought and decision is individual, their content, their subject-matter, 
is also something purely personal. . . . Association in the sense of connec- 
tion and combination is a “law” of everything known to exist. Singular 
things act, but they act together. Nothing has been discovered which 
acts in entire isolation. The action of everything is along with the action 
of other things. The “along with” is of such a kind that the behavior 
of each is modified by its connection with others.* 

This interaction is crucial. Joined by the vital element of 
communication, it forms the basis (in Experience and Nature) 
of Dewey’s whole interpretation of social experience. But it is 
decidedly not an interaction between pre-existing individuals 

* Th€ Public and Its ProhUms, 21 . 
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and some artificial creature like the state or society. The state, 
as shall be noted below, comes into being as an administrator of 
this very interaction, peculiarly when such interaction produces 
remote and indirect consequences. And “society is one word, 
but infinitely many things. It covers all the ways in which by 
associating together men share their experiences, and build up 
common interests and aims. . . . Society is the -process of asso- 
ciating in such ways that experiences, ideas, emotions, values 
are transmitted and made common.”*® It stands above individ- 
uals no more than the alphabet stands over the letters compos- 
ing it. 

Dewey’s point of view presupposes that the Social and the 
Individual are* simply abstractions between which no clash can 
arise (although there are specific conflicts between some individ- 
uals and some actual social arrangements), and between which 
no “either-or” choice has to be made. The same focus also dis- 
closes that there is no fixed meaning to social and individual; 
they have changed as times and places have. In other words, 
when we talk of interaction, holding it to be a key word in this 
discussion, there vanish two ultra-imaginative pictures: (a) so- 
ciety is a Ding-m-sich, having its own \*alue as over against that 
of the individual; and (b) individuality and selfhood ejdst 
essentially in splendid isolation, unmoved by what goes on 
without. 

This approach to the individual and society is in no sense a 
rehashing of that hoary and fruitless business of heredity versus 
environment, for that, too, is another one of those notorious 
bloodless battles of the categories. Dewey’s argument is instead 
an attempt to handle concepts like these in terms of the actual 
referents to which they can be attached. For instance, when the 
word individual is brought out into the open and thoroughly 
ventilated, it loses the halo of untouchableness with which “in- 
dividualists” so often adorn it. True enough, the individual is 
indeed separate, discrete, and alone — from the viewpoint of 
physics and biology. But is it that bundle of electricity, of re- 
flexes and bones and hair, which even the most incorrigible 
individualist has in mind when he warns against the domination 

Reconstruction in Philosophy^ 200 , 207 . 
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of society? The individual, in this dimension, is at most an 
interesting biological specimen — ^perhaps more interesting when 
a cadaver. But an individual is more than a specimen or a carica- 
ture. He is a personality, a congeries of habits, with reflexes 
conditioned and operating, speaking a language and eating 
food — and loving or hating Hitler. This is what we mean by 
the term: any other referent would be as unreal and as un- 
pleasant as the nub of a Frankenstein story. Even Robinson 
Crusoe, so dear to the hearts of economist and sociologist, wasn’t 
a “real” Crusoe-individual. To be that he would have had to 
be born — alone — on his island, like a phenix, which is a rather 
difficult procedure for mammals. 

The implications of all this should be clear. Upon everything 
that is legitimately characteristic of human personality society 
has laid a finger. This should not, however, provoke the thread- 
bare complaints that (a) oh, the individual is nothing, society 
everything; or (b) so, biological factors are insignificant in 
determining individuality. Such naive reactions could apply 
only to the very abstractions from which Dewey has always been 
trying to escape. The naivete of the first is in erecting to an 
entity a symbol called “society.” For society is individuals in 
their relations to each other. It is no more a separate structure 
than is the functioning individual. The ingenuousness of the sec- 
ond is in locating the concept of individuality within a water- 
tight, non-social area. But individuals are always closely geared 
to other individuals, and biological factors — their influence in no 
way being depreciated — ^act by contributing to the normal or 
abnormal interaction between individuals. It is the interaction, 
however, that is vital in giving meaning to both individual and 
social. (In passing, it should be noted that even a eugenics pro- 
gram can function only as an adjunct of social control.) 

These are only negative implications. The positive conse- 
quences of breaking down this fictitious and verbal barrier be- 
tween individual and society are more substantial. For one 
thing, Dewey’s method, as we have seen, insists on specificity. 
Thus, questions like these become relevant: What individuals 
will be aided or harmed by this or that act? Just how will these 
particular individuals be affected? Why are they in situations 
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which make their being harmed or aided a problem? What will 
happen to other individuals as a result of what happens to 
these? Questions of this type may not be easy to answer; in 
many cases they cannot possibly be answered with our present 
data. But unless this is the direction in which attention is turned, 
such questions can never be answered. For all relevant inquiries 
are blocked so long as there is no injunction against talking 
about The Individual. In a complementary fashion, Society 
must be particularized. Since society covers “street gangs, 
schools for burglary, clans, social cliques, trades unions, joint 
stock corporations, villages and international alliances,”” it has 
no meaning until, like individual, it is localized and, as it were, 
stained. What social groups should perform this or that task? 
In what way should a group approach its task? What other 
groups will be affected? Should specific groups expand or con- 
tract their control? Again, these may be the most perplexing 
of questions. Yet they translate into the most real of inquiries, 
inquiries with content. Problems about Society never can. 

A second implication of this approach is the impetus it gives 
to control, which, like specificity, is fundamental to anything 
that claims affinity with scientific method. If individuality de- 
velops — is actually made — through a process of interaction, 
then the lever to move worlds is put into our hands. Social 
arrangements “are not means for obtaining something for in- 
dividuals, not even happiness. They are means of creating in- 
dividuals.”” Thus, the fulcrum of control must rest upon the 
educational and social methods for reaching the individual. It 
is only when we turn our backs upon the preciously insulated 
Individual and his changeless nature that anything can be done. 
The myth of an adamant individual who has remained imper- 
turbably immune to alteration ever since his paleolithic adven- 
tures has been an amusing, if vicious, fancy. It has placed a 
premium upon anatomy and physiology — not to say philosophic 
idealism — and a handicap upon personality. To assert that per- 
sonality, which, after all, is what we know as the individual, 
has continued fundamentally the same for ages is downright 

” 200 . 

I bid,y 194 . 



350 GEORGE RAYMOND GEIGER 

nonsense. Potentially ^ perhaps, man has remained more or less 
constant in certain gross features of his emotional make-up; that 
is the half-truth at the root of such a superstition. But actually ^ 
instead of being aloof, man has been the very creature of his 
surroimdings, and his supposedly impregnable human nature 
has undergone fantastic acrobatics, not simply from one millen- 
nium to another, but from war to war, treaty to treaty, and even 
from one ruler (or election) to the next. The individual can be 
turned and directed and made over; but he can be controlled 
only when he can be reached. The Individual can be touched 
perhaps by metaphysics alone: specific individuals can be moved 
by specific social interactions. That way lies the hope (the 
danger, too) of anything that can be called a social science. 

That way also lies the hope of ethics. Dewey’s moral philoso- 
phy is being handled elsewhere, but a postscript can be added 
here to indicate how this approach to the individual, in fact, 
this whole interpretation of social philosophy, prepares a 
foundation for an instrumentalist ethics. For “morals is not a 
theme by itself because it is not an episode nor department by 
itself. It marks the issue of all the converging forces of life.’?’® 
Yet traditional ethics has so often confined itself to much nar- 
rower forces, those which operate most effectively in metaphysi- 
cal workshops, e.g., a moral sense, will and motive, categorical 
imperatives and Absolute Goods. Undoubtedly these topics are 
significant (in any event, one would have to be endowed with 
remarkable philosophic courage to deny that they are), but 
how much consideration has ethical theory vouchsafed to edu- 
cation, poverty and social misery, law, culture, political struc- 
tiu’es and economic systems? These social phenomena form the 
great basis for the lives that morally judged creatures lead. To 
manipulate those conditions is to prepare a background for rele- 
vant ethical knowledge. This is n6 more or no less than the in- 
sistence that ethical theory and social theory must work together 
if moral philosophy is to become operative, that ends and means 
can never function as discontinuous entities, but must always act 
as a unit. There can be no divorce, as has been customary in 
moral theory, between ends which are intrinsic — or moral, and 

"Dewey in Living Philosofhus (1931), 3t-3s. 
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those which are “merely” instrumental — ^that is, social. The 
effect of that divorce upon ethical concepts has been too often 
either to remove them from affairs here below and make them 
inhabitants of some other intellectual world of ends and goals, 
or to transform them into an elaborate system of apologetics. 
But ethics cannot permit itself to be emasculated. We must say 
of it what William James said of God — ^that in this world of 
sweat and dirt, God cannot be a gentleman. He cannot refuse 
to get his hands soiled. So with ethics. 

Were ethics not so vital a part of Dewey’s thought, an ad- 
dendum such as this would be gratuitous. But ethics is vital: 
no other aspect of philosophy is so genuinely important. “Morals 
is as wide as everything which affects values of human living.” 
Ethical theory is no mere matter of casuistry any more than it 
is one of apologetics. Its concern must be: How can individuals 
be made moral, #.<?., how can they achieve expression, and how 
can they realize their opportunities; in a word, how can they 
lead normal social lives.? How can they be controlled? What 
conditions will enable them to develop to the utmost their 
capacities for well-rounded and individualized personalities? 
These questions require specific and objective answers; they 
require answers that must be supplied by social science. The 
burden of Dewey’s entire social and political philosophy has 
been to indicate how such answers may be forthcoming. 

IV. The State and Democracy 

Another one of our grand concepts. The State, can be ap- 
proached with as little respect for abstractions as greeted Sodety 
and The Individual. Of course, once we pronounce that magic 
phrase. The State, the temptation is to add immediately, “loud 
cheers.” For it seems to be indeed a thing, an entity, a meta- 
physical essence ; at the very least, a causal agency having power 
to produce action. Now, when we begin looking in this direction, 
almost anything may turn up, and so the state' has come to mean 
the whole series of hypostatizations that parade regally through 
the history of political philosophy. It ranges from the Hegelian 
capstone of the universal processes to a wicked ogre which is 
waiting only to be pushed over. But we have been looking in 
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the wrong place for the state/* It is not to be discovered in the 
land of essences or forms. If the method Dewey proposes is 
to be followed, the state must be sought in actual happenings 
and consequences. 

Dewey finds the state in the need for regulation of activities. 
“The state is the organization of the public effected through 
officials for the protection of the interests shared by its mem- 
bers.*’** This seems to be a very pedestrian definition. We miss 
the flowing eloquence of the great political philosophers} for we 
have become accustomed to the rhetorical apostrophes made to 
the state, and we expect the warmth, the glow of great, mean- 
ingless periods. This kind, of a state is much too bald. But what 
kind of a state is it, anyway? It derives clearly from the notion 
of a public, and a public comes into existence when the conse- 
quences of private actions are sufficiently extended to require 
control. Acts which are limited in their effects to the persons 
directly concerned with them are private} acts which have large 
and indirect effects reaching out to those persons not directly 
concerned become public. (The difference between private and 
public, however, is not equivalent to the difference between 
individual and social.) Public acts require officials and adminis- 
tration. This is the locus of the state. 

"Well, what is the value of such a definition — ^just its prosaic- 
ness? If prosaic can be tied up with specific, yes. For it is again, 
as with the individual and the social, the specific elements in 
such an approach that give it value. For one thing, the connec- 
tion of the state with more elementary social organizations indi- 
cates that states come into existence as they are required} they 
grow and develop. They themselves are the consequences of 
specific needs. There is nothing here of some prepotent force 
which by fiat or nisus generates a mystical State. Neither is there 
any truck with changeless, permanent states. States — according 
to this hypothesis — are no more all-embracing than they are 
insignificant. They result from the projection of important con- 
sequences beyond the direct concern of persons and groups, con- 

“Dewey’s most detailed discussion of the state is in his The Public and Its 
Problems, The title of the book is worth noting. 

"ibU,, 33 . 
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sequences which require the establishment of special agencies. 
Therefore, the formation of states becomes a series of (possibly 
unconscious) experiments. Publics differ} their needs and de- 
mands change. It is no more than reasonable to expect states to 
be flexible. By their very ori^n and nature they require con- 
stant scrutiny, revision, amendment. It is thus futile to talk 
about the “best state” in terms of some pious hope which waits 
at the end of a rainbow. Yet it is equally futile to rely simply 
upon improvisation. Instead, the specific search for the nature 
of the state directs its attention to problems that are real and 
soluble} it does not worry itself overmuch with the conceptual 
status or abstract justification of political activity. For example, 
included in this kind of an approach would be a deliberate ac- 
counting of the actual characteristics which states do possess, a 
type of inquiry which would be completely out of order were 
our attention fixed upon the traits which metaphysical states 
ought to have.** 

Since the state is a functioning arm of public activity instead 
of some mystical power worthy of worship, it can be experiment- 
ed with. In fact, as has already been emphasized, we should more 
correctly talk about states instead of the state. States are plural. 
They can be manipulated and directed. It is comic to set up 
some totalitarian political idol which is changeless, untouchable, 
and awe-provoking. It is scarcely less arbitrary to decide in 
advance upon the degree of state activity. As far as anything 
that can be called a qualitative character of the state is concerned, 
it must be regarded as neutral in predetermining the extension 
of powers. States expand when the indirect and far-reaching 
consequences of private action expand. They contract when in- 
timate, face-to-face relations dominate. It goes without saying 
that the indirect and far-reaching consequences have expanded 
prodigiously since the industrial revolution} the inference as to 

** These characteristics are worked out in Chapter II of The Public and Its 
Problems, They include such traits as localization of the staie somewhere between 
associations which are narrow and intimate, and those which are remote and dis- 
connected ( concern of the state peculiarly with long-time interests which are 
channelized and standardized by means of lawj functions of the state in deal- 
ing with irreparable conditions, e.g., those of inferiority of age or capacity s 
and the like. 
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the powers of the state must be obvious. Yet to label the state 
collectmstic or total in its essence is as prejudicial to the under- 
standing of political function as falling back upon laissez-faire 
or limited police powers. 

However, the word “neutral” must not be misunderstood. 
Too often pragmatism, of whatever sort, has been decried as 
blind expediency or as resigned acceptance of whatever happens 
to be “working” at the moment. Ludicrously enough, it finds 
itself accused of being responsible at the same time for both 
the fumbling and pointless eflForts of liberalism, and the ostensi- 
ble efficiency of fascism. But neutral does not mean indifferent. 
It does mean refusal to allow concepts and symbols which have 
been obviously weighted one way or the other to determine 
antecedently what kind of state must be supported by political 
philosophy. Instead, the purpose of political philosophy is pre- 
cisely “the creation of methods such that experimentation may 
go on less blindly, less at the mercy of accident, more intelli- 
gently, so that men may learn from their errors and profit by 
their successes.’”^ 

It seems unnecessary to add that the political set-up for such 
experimentation requires a democratic state — using “demo- 
cratic” in the sense in which it was referred to some pages back, 
i.e., as coterminous with freedom of inquiry. This mention of 
the democratic state will not be a stimulus for discussing his- 
torical or political democracy.** That would involve material 
which is both too familiar and too tricky j besides, it would not 
be exactly the point in question. For the connotations of Dewey 
here are those of method. 

The prime condition of a democratically organized public is a kind of 
knowledge and insight which does not yet exist. In its absence, it would 
be the height of absurdity to try tq tell what it would be like if it 
existed. But some of the conditions which must be fulfilled if it is to 
exist can be indicated. . . . An obvious requirement is freedom of social 
inquiry and of distribution of its conclusions.** 

"Of. cit., 34.. 

” Dewey discusses democracy historically in a number of places j perhaps his 
best treatment is in TAe Public and It$ Problems, Chaps. Ill and V. 

“Ibid., 166. 
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Political, economic democracy is thus the setting for experi- 
mental method in social thinking. That alone is sufficient reason 
for cherishing it. Given that, and all the implications about 
democracy making possible the realization of individuality amid 
social cooperation will follow. Given that, liberalism assumes a 
new and richer significance. 

V. Liberalism and Collectivism 

Perhaps no better illustration of the appropriateness of 
Dewey’s criticism of current social and political philosophy can 
be found than the welter of discussion which has been rolling 
around the concepts of democracy and liberalism in these last 
tragic years — not to say months. It is not polite to say, “I told 
you so,” but of any political philosopher Dewey should be 
granted that arid comfort. Democracy and liberalism have been 
so typically simply words, abstractions, functioning to inhibit 
investigation instead of to encourage it. They are battle-cries and 
shibboleths. They could be working hypotheses. 

The historical fate of the liberal movement exemplifies, in 
too tragically neat a way, this bankruptcy of political concepts. 
This is a very trite observation and is the theme for too many 
current books. But Dewey has particularly addressed himself 
to this problem,’" and has undertaken so complete a reformula- 
tion of neo-liberalism — and one that anticipated by a matter 
of years the rather febrile exhortations of so many writers 
today — that at least a mention of the liberal movement is neces- 
sary. 

Legitimately liberal programs of any period must have, is 
Dewey’s insistence, a similarity of purpose — a commitment to 
the principle that the mass of individuals should possess actual, 
not merely legal, liberty. (True, this is a “principle” that seems 
to be set up in advance j but it would prove to be a contradiction 
of Dewey’s thesis only if it were looked upon as something 
more than a hypothesis.) Clearly, this “liberty” does not mean 
being let alone: it does mean that the individual be given full 
opportunity to develop the potentialities and talents that alone 

“See particularly his Individualism — Old and New (1930) j and Liberalism 
and Social Action (1935). 
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make him an individual. But that purpose will remain empty, 
and indeed as abstract as any platform that has only nobility 
to recommend it, unless it be elaborated with great particularity. 
Especially must anyone who claims (or rather admits to) the 
name of liberal be prepared to specify. Dewey’s complaint arises 
at this point, for the liberal is so often found either to fall back 
upon the vaguest and most vicious abstractionism dealing with 
individualism, laissez-faire, free competition, and the rest; or 
to give his program content in terms of the historical liberalism 
of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the liberalism, that 
is, of the commercial, the pre-industrial, revolution. (Possibly 
the latter alternative is less harmful, since at least it is par- 
ticularized by way of Adam Smith and the Manchester School.) 

Dewey’s whole approach is introduced by his attack upon 
both of these brands of “latter-day” liberalism. His plea is that 
liberalism must become again the truly radical, the subversive, 
reform that once upon a time evoked energies directed to funda- 
mental social change. To accomplish this it must undergo basic 
readjustment. Its principle of providing a soil for the complete 
growth of personality must be so adapted to economic and po- 
litical life that direction and relevance can be achieved. And 
that requires recognition of the power of organized society, 
which alone can insure the conditions in which individuals may 
function fully. Here is where Dewey breaks cleanly with lais- 
sez-faire or individualistic liberalism — although that break was 
anticipated long since by liberals like Hobhouse and even John 
Stuart Mill in the closing years of his life when he changed his 
views so radically. Individualistic liberalism is bankrupt because 
it refuses to accept the corporate civilization which has made so 
many of its premises unreal and downright ghostly. It refuses 
to accept the need for cooperative control and organized social 
planning. 

Now, these phrases are not simply words-of-the-month for 
Dewey. As abstractions with a modern and sophisticated ring 
they seduce him no more easily than do the old-fashioned slo- 
gans. Social progress cannot be trusted to words, even if they 
bear the magic talisman of “the collective state” or “dialectical 
materialism.” They operate no more successfully than does 



SOCIAL AND POLITICAL PHILOSOPHY 


357 

"evolution,” "Providence,” or "manifest destiny.” In fact, this 
trust in concepts is the real danger of a laissez-faire philosophy: 
let things alone and social problems will be solved by the pres- 
tige of great phrases. This is true even of "planning,” the sorcery 
of which has captured all attention; no present writer on eco- 
nomics or politics could possibly ignore it. Yet, as a voord, plan- 
ning has no more power than any other word, except its vogue.” 
The concept will not solve anything. But specific plans can and 
must be accepted by a liberal philosophy. That is Dewey’s con- 
stant and patient insistence. And every contribution he has made 
to social thought has illustrated his use of specific methods. 

The study of particular social needs and the construction of 
special social machinery, the planned social employment of the 
resources of scientific knowledge and of the forces of produc- 
tion — these cannot be carried through by the uncoordinated acts 
of individuals, and they must not be stopped by platitudes of an 
older liberalism with its anarchy of natural laws and personal 
liberty. Traditional liberalism has lagged far behind the shatter- 
ing consequences of the industrial revolution, just as the folklore 
of capitalism has lagged behind the transformation of a scarcity 
into an abundance economy. Both have been insufficiently im- 
pressed by the realization that economic insecurity is now in- 
stitutional and not "natural,” just as both have failed to appre- 
ciate that "socialism” must come — ^if it is not here already. 
Whether the socialistic, the corporate, state be public or capital- 
istic — that is the specific problem that must be met. But liberal- 
ism can never meet it by closing its eyes and wishing for the salad 
days. 

Why then is Dewey a liberal instead of a socialist — if these 
labels really are of interest to anyone.? Perhaps for the same 
reason that men like Max Lerner prefer the phrase “demo- 
cratic collectivism.” Socialism and communism are terms which 
are indissolubly connected with the name of Marx. Now, there 

” As early as April, 1918, Dewey was talking of “planning.” In an article, 
“Elements of Social Reorganization,” reprinted in Characters and Events (Vol. II, 
745-759), he argued for a program of planning instead of drifting to follow 
the war. Showing the importance of economic control in war-time, he presented 
specifically the problems of employment, industrial relations, production, and 
the like, demanding that they be approached in terms of intelligent, social foresight. 
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is much in Marxism of which Dewey not only approves, but 
which, in a real sense, he has actually helped put into operation. 
That is, the economic interpretation of history has been used by 
Dewey himself to explain many sections of the history of philos- 
ophy} and, in addition, through the work of his followers and 
students in political philosophy, history, and law — the work of 
Beard and Harry Elmer Barnes, Pound and Cardozo — the ac- 
tual rewriting of much of American history and jurisprudence in 
terms of an economic appraisal of institutions has followed. 
Neither does Dewey quarrel with Marx over the very question- 
able intelligence and effectiveness of the capitalistic state, or over 
the values of a socialized society. Nor does the quarrel lie in any 
suspicion of the proletariat. “The world has suffered more from 
leaders and authorities than from the masses.”** Dewey is def- 
initely suspicious of an elite class, even of experts whose inves- 
tigations he cherishes. Experts can discover and make known the 
facts, but it is only as an embodied intelligence raises the entire 
level of a society that fundamental social change has relevance. 

Dewey’s refusal to follow the philosophy of Marx (and, pre- 
sumably, to accept the term socialist or communist) is, as might 
easily be expected, the refusal to accept metaphysical explanation 
for social and political problems. The Marxian dialectic, the class 
struggle, the labor theory of value — these are as abstract and, for 
Dewey, as essentially meaningless as any of the Hegelianisms 
or economic classicisms from which they derive. There is no 
cosmic reason why capitalism must give rise to communism via 
socialism, why collectivism must be achieved by means of a 
revolutionary technique, why surplus value must arise, why any 
abstract sequence must appear. Marxism is as much “a logic of 
general notions” as the individualistic liberalism it despises. 
Both rely on a metaphysic of general principles. What does 
happen, what can happen — these are realistic and instrumental 
problems; not what must happen. Once a philosophic concept 
is made supreme, then all apparent exceptions must be explained 
away. And despite its violent attacks upon traditional idealism 
and rationalism, that is just what Marxism proposes to do.** 

” The Public and Us Problems, 208. 

’“To be sure, there have been ‘‘pragmatic^* interpretations of Marx by a 
number of Dewey’s own students — Sidney Hook’s work being the most brilliant} 
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It seems to operate at the same old stand: witness the feverish 
explanations of why fascism has arisen, why the proletariat 
seems so weak, why communism began in Russia instead of in 
Germany where it should have begun (and therefore why Rus- 
sian communism is not communism — or is the most realistic 
example of it). Intelligence cannot deal with inevitables. For 
example, Dewey cannot accept violence as an inevitable process 
in social change. Neither can he accept the inevitability of war 
or fascism or communism. This does not imply at all that funda- 
mental reforms can come about painlessly. There is nothing 
mealy-mouthed or tepid in Dewey’s challenges. But it is the 
inevitability of violence — as of anything else — that precludes 
the use of reflective methods. It is only when things are not 
final and once-for-all that thinking can function. Indeed, as with 
William James, Dewey has always been captured by the crea- 
tionism of conscious intelligence: it can literally make and re- 
make worlds. That is possible only when worlds — cosmic or 
social — are not yet completely made. 

Thus, this approach to socialism and communism is one more 
example of Dewey’s reliance upon techniques instead of con- 
cepts. It is perhaps the reason why he clings to the name of 
liberal, for liberalism still connotes “the mediation of social 
transition.” This does not necessarily mean that liberalism is to 
provide a cushion for a shifting order; it is rather that the liberal 
philosophy seems elastic and tentative enough to supply the 
means to eflFect such transitions. It permits, indeed demands, an 
experimental method. 

VI. Summary and Questions 

For those of us who were undergraduates in the early twen- 
ties, the realization that the name of John Dewey no longer pro- 
vokes the reverence it once did, is accepted with a feeling of 
more than simply wistfulness. There is an element of consterna- 
tion, not to say foreboding, in that recognition. Especially is that 
the case in the field of social philosophy. To be sure, there are 


but apparently Dewey has failed to be convinced, just as Hook himself is un- 
convinced that Marxist communism has been achieved in the Soviet Union (al- 
though Earl Browder— who certainly would yield to none in his Marxism — would 
hardly agree) . 
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easy means of explaining away the admitted fact that in pro- 
fessional philosophy and, of much more importance, in so-called 
liberal and reform circles, Dewey’s instrumentalism is not the 
touchstone of former years. We can show, for instance, that the 
ideas of Dewey are now unconsciously taken for granted. They 
have become commonplaces, and, as C. E. Ayres has recently 
remarked,** people don’t get very excited about commonplaces. 
Instrumentalism, in performing the very task toward which it 
has directed itself, has been partially dissolved in the process. 
Again, we can argue that there are fashions in philosophy. The 
present vogue is mathematical logic and logical positivism. To- 
day graduate students in, philosophy talk about propositional 
functions, and syntactics, and protocol sentences, instead of about 
human nature, social conditioning, and moral reconstruction. 
The modes of thought change. (In fact, the argument might 
add: What graduate students talk about today appears suspi- 
ciously like a form of escapism.) So, Dewey is eclipsed by no 
permanent moon or cloud. 

Are these explanations simply rationalizings? They do not 
seem to be egregiously so, at least when confined to the borders 
of technical philosophy. For it would be an arch-rebel indeed 
who would predict the long-time deflation of the pragmatic 
idea. But what about the lack of enthusiasm and the actual dis- 
trust which greet Dewey in the field of economics and politics 
where once his method of approach seemed almost unchallenged 
— ^unchallenged, at any rate, as far as protestations went? 

This is the real problem, for it is not merely the experimen- 
talist philosophy of a man that is obscured. That would be bear- 
able — for those not his students. What is not so readily borne 
is the distrust of critical thinking, of provisional hypotheses, of 
the specific — ^and perhaps piecemeal — handling of specific prob- 
lems, of patience which is truly reflective and exploratory — in a 
word, I suppose, the distrust of liberalism and democracy. This 
is not the place for one more excursion in defense of such ideas, 
especially since, if we are to be at all consistent, their defense 
would have to be in terms of methodology. And one can’t drum 
up much of a peroration on methods. This is no place either for 
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one more jeremiad. The apostles of pessimism are sufficiently 
eloquent, and almost they persuade us — ^witness the tenor of the 
few questions to be raised below. One cannot forebear noting, 
however, the almost too neat correlation between contemporary 
impatience with instrumentalism and contemporary seduction 
by dialectic. From neo-scholastic theories of education to neo- 
pagan worship of godlike leaders and god-created states, punc- 
tuated by — save the mark — dialectical materialism, there is the 
cry for soothing concepts. Let us, above all, be comfortable in 
our minds! Dewey is distinctly unsatisfying and discomforting, 
for he gives us nothing to which to hold fast except a dry-bones 
method, halting, tentative, vacillating. He is the typical liberal, 
and no more need be said. And if this be totalitarianism, let us 
make the most of it! 

Thus, this apparent revolt against an experimentalist phi- 
losophy is something more than a problem involving any single 
thinker. It is part of a larger movement, a movement which is 
the current expression of the tender-minded retreat. That escape 
has taken many forms, all of them showing little stomach for 
the incorrigible toughness which refuses to succumb to formulas, 
all of them distrustful of criticism and analysis, in a word, of 
scientific method. The success or failure of that revolt can be 
predicted only in terms of our present mood. But unless we are 
blackly pessimistic, it is rather premature to foretell the per- 
manent abdication of reflective thinking — even in international 
relations. It is just as premature to prophesy darkly about John 
Dewey. His power will vary directly as the power men accord 
to scientific inquiry in solving their social problems. 

Many problems have been raised in these few pages, implicit 
ones for the most part. Some of them may be made explicit 
now. Perhaps that would be the best way to sharpen the focus 
on certain crucial issues, and, at the same time, to solicit possible 
comment from Professor Dewey. As was hinted some para- 
graphs back, the flavor of these questions is more pessimistic than 
critical. The questions are also definitely dated — as of the spring 
of I939‘ For that reason they are more abrupt than should 
otherwise be permitted in a philosophic essay. 



GEORGE RAYMOND GEIGER 


362 

I, The experimental method has been emphasized in this 
exposition of Dewey’s social thought. Of course, it has been 
qualified j that is, it does not necessarily mean ^^the carrying on 
of experiments like that of laboratories.” But in just what way 
can it be employed? This is not simply the complaint that human 
beings and social structures cannot be put into test-tubes, al- 
though that complaint seems more than simply naive. If labora- 
tory technique of some sort is not implied by experimentalism, 
is the word completely relevant? Particularly is it relevant when 
specific and pressing demands confront us? For example, how 
can the present threat of world war (if it is no more than a threat 
when the present volume appears) be experimentally handled? 
What hypotheses can be tentatively put forward to be tested? 
Action must be taken (that’s the tragedy) ; but what criterion is 
there for action? To insist that the criterion here, as elsewhere, 
must be one of provisionalism, workability, and operationalism 
seems almost a burlesque. In fact, in the political dimension, 
^^experiments” — ^shall we cite the Chamberlain experiment of 
appeasement or the Hitler experiment of getting-away- with-it 
as ^Scientific” examples? — begin to appear absurd or tragic. 
Yet why is this the case? It would be entirely too ingenuous to 
say that the right experiments have not been tried — e,g.y first 
putting our own economic and political house in order, or revis- 
ing the Treaty of Versailles to succor the “have-not” nations, 
or abolishing trade barriers. For, in the first place, these alterna- 
tives at the present moment are no more real than the ribald 
suggestion of inoculating the dictators with a “brooding” hor- 
mone that would infect them with the Golden Rule; and, in the 
second place, who is the judge of what the right experiments 
are? Where indeed does reflective thinking enter? Who is using 
intelligence — ^Hogben or Laski or Mumford at one extreme, or 
Bertrand Russell, Dewey, or Beard at the other? 

This is not intended to be an oh-what-shall-we-do? type of 
query. It is rather a question about the very meaning and pos- 
sibility of experimental techniques during crises like those star- 
ing at us now. Experimentalism must be more than merely a 
word which profits through the transfer of prestige. Likewise 
it must include more than simply an attitude. Actual experi- 
ments are never vague, whereas attitudes, even the most sound. 
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usually are. The point of this first question therefore is to ask: 
In lieu of actual laboratory experimentation (which could be 
expanded to include statistical analysis), what can intelligence 
do when faced by the peremptory social problems that have 
turned the last years into a nightmare? Up to the present mo- 
ment, the function of reflective thinking in this whole area seems 
to have been that of engendering controversial discussion, the 
kind of discussion which follows when doctors disagree. How can 
bickering — even pragmatic bickering — ^give way to action? 

2. A similar gloominess about democracy also suggests itself. 
(Even Deweyites are becoming despondent — witness the latest 
yearbook of the John Dewey Society,)” If democracy is a neces- 
sary condition for the experimental method, and if the demo- 
cratic state is being challenged today as never before, what are 
the prospects? How can experimentalism insure democratic con- 
ditions — particularly those of free inquiry — against attack, and, 
at the same time, rely upon such conditions for its very func- 
tioning? Of course, this business of preserving democracy can 
turn so easily into more example of the vicious circle. That is 
why some professed democrats look with dismay at men like 
Lewis Mumford whose recent Men Must Act begins the de- 
fense of democracy with the most rigorous curtailment of free- 
dom of expression for dissenters — i.e.y fascists. And Dewey him- 
self has become aligned with those who insist that any belliger- 
ent attempt to curb the fascist powers will immediately jettison 
the very democracy that is ostensibly being defended.” This 
approach has the strength and plausibility that accompany any 
concentration upon present means instead of upon final ends. 
That violent means can be transformed into pacific ends, that 
measures of repression will fade imperceptibly into goals of free- 
dom, are delusions which call for constant therapeutic attention. 

Yet this is only half of the vicious circle. It may well be that 
the argument which insists upon the sacrifice of democracy to 
save democracy is indeed self-refuting; or, if not self-refuting, 
it seems, at the very least, to be as paradoxical as the Christian 
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insistence upon losing a soul to save it. But can the alternative 
point of view, despite its apparent plausibility, promise us any- 
thing? Is it realistic to permit the evident weaknesses of democ- 
racy — even if they are only so-called short-term weaknesses — 
to bring about the collapse that seems to face us today in Europe, 
and perhaps tomorrow everywhere else? Is not the attitude 
which regards democracy as untouchable or as autonomic, 
which falls back upon cliches like “democracy has never been 
tried,” and “the only cure for democracy is more democracy,” 
guilty of the precise sins that have brought about the fall of 
laissez-faire? For specific problems of the here and now, the 
doctrinaire democrat proposes general formulas. In the mean- 
time democracy itself, as a form of government and as the sym- 
bol standing for free thinking, sinks beneath the very forces 
which it is pledged to respect. And so a circularity as deadly as 
the overt sacrifice of democracy to democracy unrolls itself. It 
is no wonder that men are pessimistic. 

Perhaps these last paragraphs are a dismal illustration of 
bickering, of a seeing-both-sides-of-the-question liberalism. 
Frankly, they are cathartic in purpose. For one who is committed 
to the kind of intellectual democracy that is so basic a part of 
Dewey’s social and political philosophy, there are questions that 
can so easily fester. The chief one is: How can reflective thinking 
rest, as it must, upon “democracy” (which, in this connection, 
means specifically: conditions of free inquiry and free expres- 
sion in the investigation of social affairs) and, at the same time, 
defend democracy from the bludgeoning to which it has been 
exposed? 

3. In the program of liberalism, two questions may be raised, 
(a) Can the gradualness and tentativeness insisted upon by 
Dewey operate during crises? For that matter, can liberalism 
as ^‘the program of social transition” adapt itself to that whole 
series of crises which stand for what we call our present social 
and political structure? It has been argued — and not simply by 
members of an extreme left wing — that economic conditions 
today are such that slow, moderate changes are self-defeating.” 
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In any case, may not the experimental method sometimes de- 
mand abrupt if not actually violent social measures? This ques- 
tion is really part of a larger and more significant problem (one 
mentioned just a few sentences back), i.e., does not the typically 
reflective and provisional character of liberalism inhibit action? 
This is, to be sure, an overly familiar, if not a banal, complaint 
these days, as trite as the story about the donkey who couldn’t 
decide between his two bales of hay. But, commonplace or not, 
there does seem to be introduced a tragic blocking, an arrested 
development, as soon as the liberal is asked the question, what 
is to be done now, and how is it to be done? Seeing clearly both 
sides of a question is such a handicap at times. Fortunately or 
unfortunately, the alternatives to this reflective weighing of 
possibilities are even more unpalatable, for they can be nothing 
less than action based upon impulse, emotion, habit, or authority. 
Yet these unpleasant alternatives give only negative backing to 
liberal thinking} something more positive is demanded. In 
short, how can a liberal social philosophy, which develops from 
a type of thinking that compares and appreciates all the ele- 
ments involved, get things done, especially in crisis periods? 

(b) As a corollary of this first question, it may be asked 
whether enthusiasm and loyalty can indeed be aroused for work- 
ing hypotheses. Has not the accusation of fecklessness so often 
brought against liberalism resulted from its failure to capture 
the imagination and the emotions? Can motivation be found for 
a program of gradualness, or for a platform that recognizes its 
own limitations as well as the strength and partial soundness of 
the opposition? The problem of “getting things done” asks for 
tremendous energy and an almost frightening emotional drive. 
Fundamental economic and political change ( the word “change” 
is inadequate and colorless, and “reform” is surrounded by 
the flabbiest of connotations; “revolution” is probably the 
most dependable term, but think of the shudders it pro- 
yokes) depends upon a fanaticism and an ' abdication of 
reflective methods which can be termed only non-rational and 
non-liberal. To put it very crudely, it is not until men are 
aroused to an emotional seriousness for which even their lives 
may be sacrificed that anything happens. This is not intended to 
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be a dramatic or spectacular interpretation of social processes, 
nor does it imply any fundamental retreat from reason. But 
there does appear to be so much in the liberal philosophy which 
is tied up with the eighteenth century age of reason, with a 
somewhat holy trust in man’s rational nature. The reliance on 
coolness and calculation, on the inherent reasonableness of the 
conclusions resulting from reflective deliberation} faith in the 
illumination cast upon problems by the light of scientific tech- 
niques — these are the motives that are supposed to stir the 
liberal. But can they really move anything? That, at any rate, 
is the question proposed here. What motivation for action is 
to be found in the program of liberalism, and how is it to 
operate? 

4. This opportunity for raising questions may be used to pre- 
sent one more, which, although not completely germane to the 
present issue, is characteristically suggested by any exposition 
involving pragmatism. It is a question that supposedly can be 
designated by the rather distasteful phrase, “ultimate values.” 
That phrase is, of course, antipathetic to Dewey’s instrumental- 
ism, but nevertheless it connotes a difficulty which has always 
seemed a perplexing one in this dimension. That is to say, ex- 
periments in the natural sciences typically take certain ends for 
granted, e.g., efficiency, accuracy, objectivity, testifi ability. Be- 
yond that, “ultimate” ends or values — final causes — are taboo. 
But what, if any, are such ends in social experimentalism? Do 
they go further than methodological values? If so, how far and 
in what direction? By methodological values would be meant, 
above all, the assumption that reflective thinking itself is more 
valuable than any other end. This is a favorite statement of 
textbooks in logic and scientific method. It seems also to be 
implicit, at least by emphasis, even in the instrumental approach 
itself. For the instrumentalist concentrates almost entirely upon 
means, techniques, methods — ^upon the vital process of reflec- 
tive thinking. Inevitably, then, this kind of question must arise: 
Do “thinking” techniques themselves constitute an ultimate 
value? — (“value” being used here, in the accepted Deweyan 
sense, as the product of judgment, of comparison; the result 
of an act of evaluation which chooses between alternatives and 
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so, by preference, resolves a situation of doubt.) If so, is not 
such a tacit assumption that reflective thinking is more precious 
than any other value simply a modern reformulation of an 
Aristotelian or Spinozistic (or, in general, a “philosophic”) 
worship of reason as the only characteristically human function? 
Would it not be a streamlined version of the good old body of 
rationalism? Now, these questions are not meant to be neces- 
sarily critical. The point is rather to discover whether Dewey, 
as an instriunentalist, is prepared to accept the values of method 
as final. 

If they are not so accepted, then are we not pushed back to 
some other moral end, say, to happiness or to “the complete 
functioning of the individual,” which appears to comprise the 
ethic of liberalism? And once that is admitted, aren’t we already 
immersed in the most ancient of ultimates: Happiness for 
whom? For the individual or the group? Who is to be the 
judge? What criteria are to be employed? Why not something 
more noble and more worthy of respect than happiness? All the 
allegedly futile queries about moral goals crowd their way in. 
True, there is nothing illicit about falling back upon ultimates, 
but it seems occasionally that Dewey’s social philosophy wavers 
between denying any reliance upon such moral purposes, and 
assuming unconsciously certain values, characteristically those 
either of reflective inquiry itself or of the processes of social 
reform. 

It is perhaps very tedious if not impudent (at least, in a post- 
script such as this) to comment, in what passes for an impressive 
tone: Instrumentalism, yesj but instrumentalism for what? To 
take the next steps is important, but where are they going, in 
what direction? Yet that question raises a ghost which will not 
be laid except by making explicit and articulate whatever ulti- 
mate values may lie behind instrumentalism. 

There is a strong possibility that these four ba^ic questions — 
three of them anyway — ^are too closely tied to the hysterical 
demands of the immediate moment. Perhaps it is not fair to 
Dewey, or to anyone else, to place his social and political phi- 
losophy against the crazy background of a fugitive present. But 
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if philosophy is to be of the here and now, no other course can be 
expected. In fact, it is just because Dewey’s thinking is so ad- 
justed to the dimensions of the present and the future that 
dated questions are at all in order. It would, of course, be too 
easy to say that the distorted picture society presents to us is a 
result of the failure to accept experimentalism. It would be more 
hopeful to suggest that when men are finally ready to apply the 
recognized techniques of inquiry to the solution of social riddles, 
the thought of John Dewey will be there, waiting to give them 
inspiration and guidance. 

George Raymond Geiger 

Depahtment op Philosopht 
Antioch College 
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SOME QUESTIONS ON DEWEY’S ESTHETICS 

A PERSONAL item may more quickly reveal the grounds 
of certain issues I sense in Dewey’s esthetic writings than 
anything else I could oflfer to the same end, and will also per- 
haps furnish him with a more direct focus for reply than the 
customary impersonal and more distant modes of statement. 
About I came to the point in a manuscript, which I was 
preparing on types of esthetic theory, where I wished to give an 
exposition of the pragmatic esthetics. I was not aware of any 
well considered work on the subject, and accordingly dug the 
matter out for myself, taking most of the details from scattered 
remarks on art and esthetic experience to be found in Dewey’s 
writings up to that time, and for the rest following what I be- 
lieved to be the implications of the general pragmatic attitude 
in the face of relevant facts. The section I tentatively prepared, 
therefore, amounted to a prediction of what I thought a prag- 
matist of importance would write if he undertook to make a 
carefully considered and extended statement. Accordingly, 
when Dewey’s Art as Experience came out in 1934, I turned to 
it with avidity to see how nearly correct my predictions had 
been. 

I was excited to discover that all of the features I had thought 
important were emphasized by Dewey, together with others 
along the same line revealing further insights that I had not 
previously noticed. But I was also amazed to find Dewey saying 
many things which I had deliberately excluded from my tenta- 
tive pragmatic account, believing them to be contrary to the 
spirit of pragmatism — things which an organic idealist would 
have said, and which 1 should have thought Dewey would 
rather have bitten his tongue than to have said, implying as 
they did a view he has often vigorously repudiated. In fact, 

37 * 
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Dewey said so much about the organic character of art that, 
when I had finished reading his book, this side of his work stood 
out for me more than the pragmatic. Was Dewey reverting to 
Hegelianism in his later years? Or had I so widely missed the 
character of pragmatism that I had seen only half of it, and 
that perhaps the lesser half? 

The more I thought about the issue, the more convinced I 
became that I had been right in my predictions of the nature of 
pragmatic esthetics and that it was Dewey who had here gone 
astray. Accordingly, I set about myself to write what I thought 
a pragmatic esthetics should be. My Aesthetic Quality , of 
course, amply verifies my own predictions. But there is very lit- 
tle stated in Aesthetic Quality that is not also better stated in 
Art as Experience. The point is merely that many things are 
not stated in Aesthetic Quality which are said in Art as Experi- 
ence, and which I believe should not be said by a pragmatist. 

The criticisms to follow are now obvious. I shall try to show, 
first, that an organistic esthetics cannot be harmonized with a 
pragmatic esthetics. If one of these theories is unequivocally 
accepted, the other must be rejected. For even though the in- 
sights of the one can often be adjusted to the framework of the 
other, this can only be accomplished with considerable altera- 
tions or with loss of prestige to the insights in question. 

I shall next try to show the presence of an almost fully de- 
veloped organistic esthetics in Art as Experience. The presence 
of the pragmatic view I shall take for granted, assuming that it 
will be obvious enough to any reader. 

I shall then point out certain unfortunate results that seem 
to me to arise from the mixture of the two views. Since my own 
solution of such a difficulty is to present the views separately 
(to use an old phrase, clearly and distinctly), I am virtually 
asking Dewey what objections he has to this solution, or why he 
prefers the mixture. This is a question of method which I be- 
lieve reaches down into questions of fact, truth, and probability. 

Finally, I shall hint that much of Dewey’s polemic against 
Platonic and materialistic theories loses its force, unless he 
comes to terms with the criticisms that have preceded. 

The characteristics of an organistic esthetics have, to my 
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mind, been ably and summarily presented by Bosanquet in his 
Three Lectures on Aesthetics. The basic traits seem to be the 
following: First, the general organistic principle that experi- 
ence is intrinsically coherent or internally related, from which it 
follows, that the process of elucidating or of comprehending or 
of adequately seeing into experience consists in making explicit 
out of the fragments of experience as we originally find them 
the implicit coherence that lies there. 

Second, the value of any sort of finite or relatively frag- 
mentary experience is proportional to the degree of coherence 
that has been achieved in it. 

Third, the differences among values are based solely on the 
materials organized. So truth is an organization of judgments 
in experience, ethical goodness an organization of acts in experi- 
ence, beauty an organization of feelings in experience. It follows 
that the differences among values become less and less apparent 
the more organized the experience. Clear-cut classifications are 
accordingly signs of inadequate organization, comprehension, 
evaluation. All of our human experience, however, is, we note 
empirically, fragmentary in various degrees and incomplete. No 
man is the absolute, though men in different degrees according 
to their achievements approach the absolute or the real struc- 
ture and coherence of the world. And relatively few men 
achieve coherent organizations of considerable stability. 

Fourth, applying these principles to the field of art and 
esthetic appreciation, we find that this field is defined by the 
feelings (primitively mere pleasures) in materials which have 
trends, nisuses, demands for other feelings to enlarge and com- 
plete them. The man of tas^e or the artist of genuine creative 
capacity follows these trends, and in so doing constructs organi- 
zations of feelings having cumulative satisfaction. The process 
of constructing such esthetic organization has, after Coleridge, 
come to be called creative imagination. The greatness of a work 
of art is judged by the degree of imaginative construction it con- 
tains. A good appreciative critic is accordingly of the same 
nature as a good artist. The only difference between the two is 
that the latter actually draws the materials together out of ex- 
perience and exhibits their coherence, whereas the former fol- 
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lows the coherence achieved by the latter. Both activities are 
active, and in a sense creative, because the organization achieved 
even by the appreciative critic is not precisely that achieved by 
the artist since every man or center of experience is different 
from every other and in the intimate organization of his feelings 
the appreciator draws upon his experience which is not precisely 
that of the artist. However, the firmer the organization, the 
greater the degree of communion or esthetic communication 
between artist and appreciator, since the two have come nearer 
to certain intrinsic structures of the world. 

Fifth, just as differences among values in general are deter- 
mined by differences of experience in general, so the specific 
practical criteria of esthetic judgments are determined by the 
materials of the arts. Every art in its selection of certain mate- 
rials to work with determines its own detailed critical criteria. 
These criteria are intrinsic to the art, namely the potentialities 
and directions of coherent esthetic construction in those mate- 
rials. The critical criteria are themselves discovered in the proc- 
ess of the development of the art. Hence painting cannot be 
judged by the criteria of literature, nor the painting of the 
impressionists by the criteria of the painting of the post-impres- 
sionists, though it may be fitting to say that the esthetic materials 
of the impressionists have less constructive potentiality than 
those of the post-impressionists. 

The traits of an organistic esthetics, then, are: (i) coherence, 
(2) value as degrees of coherence, (3) differences of value as 
differences of cohering materials, the esthetic field being that 
of feelings rendered coherent, (4) creative imagination or the 
process of rendering feelings coherent, (5) potentialities for 
coherence in specific esthetic materials as the intimate criteria of 
value in the arts. 

Now, turn to the traits of a pragmatic esthetics: First, experi- 
ence is an enduring historical process with a past sloughing off, 
a central present, and a future coming in. For any man, his 
experience is embedded in an environment, which enters into 
his experience, and with which he is constantly interacting. 

Second, there is a relational phase of experience with a web 
or texture-like nature, so that whatever experience one has is 
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felt as interconnected with other experiences. The threads of 
these webs can be followed and their terminations to consider- 
able degree predicted, or by means of instruments attained. But 
there are also frustrations, blockings, and downright novelties 
intrinsic to experience. 

Third, there is a qualitative phase of experience, which may 
often be regarded as a ‘fusing’ or a ‘funding’ of certain of its 
relational phases resulting in an immediacy of perception of 
various degrees of vividness. The ‘having’ of a very vivid qual- 
ity may be called a ‘seizure.’ In a broad sense (and perhaps in 
a final sense) the esthetic field can be identified with that of the 
qualitative phase of experience. 

Fourth, it follows that the criteria of esthetic value are the 
extensity, depth, and degree of vividness of quality in experi- 
ence. 

Fifth, as secondary esthetic criteria, may be added those fac- 
tors instrumental to the production of extensity, depth, and 
vividness of quality. Roughly speaking, organization is the chief 
instrument for increasing the extent and depth of an esthetic 
experience, and conflict the chief instrument for increasing vivid- 
ness. 

Sixth, a -physical work of art is a continuant in the environ- 
ment constructed so as to control esthetic values by acting as a 
stimulus to an organism whence an esthetic work of art is gen- 
erated. This last is a qualitative experience partly contributed 
out of the organism and partly out of the environmental physical 
work of art (cf. 108-9).’ It follows that the esthetic work of 
art is discontinuous, and that its quality will vary with the or- 
ganism, with the amount of ‘funded’ experience available, and 
consequently with the culture or epoch. One cannot, therefore, 
legitimately speak of the value of a work of art in pragmatism 
as one can in organicism. A physical work of art has no absolute 
potentiality but only a potentiality relative to an epoch, for no 
man can develop beyond the limitations of his epoch. The 
esthetic value of a work of art, accordingly, changes with its 
epoch, and incidentally every epoch demands an art and a crit- 
icism of its own. The judgment of the value of a work of art 

’ All references are to Art as Bxfirimea. 
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should, accordingly, be distinguished from that of the esthetic 
value of an experience had. The latter is the genuine esthetic 
judgment} the former is an estimate of the potentiality of a 
certain continuant or set of continuants to produce the genuine 
esthetic judgment. 

The traits of a pragmatic esthetic then are: (i) experience 
as historical duration, (2) relational texture of experience, (3) 
quality as the esthetic difiFerentia of experience often unifying 
a texture of relations through ‘fusing’ and ‘funding,’ (4) ex- 
tensity, depth, and vividness of quality as the basic criteria of 
esthetic judgment, (5) organization and conflict as seconda^ 
criteria, and (6) the work of art as an instrument for the control 
of esthetic values with its own (though related) criteria of 
evaluation. 

That there are incompatibilities between these two theories 
must be evident from these summaries. For the moment, the 
question is not which is the more adequate theory (to me per- 
sonally, they appear about equally adequate), but whether they 
are not definitely incompatible. 

There is first a fundamental difference of emphasis on the 
defining feature of the esthetic field. For organicism the co- 
herence of feelings is central, while for pragmatism it is sec- 
ondary and instrumental. And for pragmatism quality is central, 
while for organicism, though quality is not actually neglected, 
it is only a sort of corollary, being the very concreteness of expe- 
rience which is automatically attained with greater organization. 
But by this very fact, the quality envisaged by the organicist is 
not the same as that of the pragmatist, for the organicist dis- 
parages fusion as a limitation of finiteness and a species of con- 
fusion. The organicist recognizes ‘funding’ as part of the syn- 
thetic process of coherence, but in so far as ‘funding’ exhibits 
itself as a fused unity of quality it is incomplete and lacking in 
value. In other words, fusion, and therefore quality as the fused 
sense of the character of an experience, is appearance and not 
reality. Pragmatic quality is noticed by the organicist in finite 
experience and is preferable to singular and more abstract stages 
of experience} it is not, however, valuable in itself, but on the 
contrary a sign of disvalue. And for an organicist ‘seizure’ is 
little better than emotionalism. The organicist conceives the 
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work of art as a complete clear whole in which every part or 
aspect implies every other and is implicit in it without blur or 
compromise or focus or fringe. That completely integrated 
whole is the individual thing, the character. Finite perceptions 
approximate it in various degrees, but in reality there is no 
fused quality of it. For the pragmatist, however, such a fused 
quality is as ultimate a reality as there is. The basis for this dif- 
ference, of course, is that the organicist embeds his work of art 
in the absolute structure of the world, whereas the pragmatist 
finds the esthetic experience in historical processes as they come, 
and considers nothing more real or ultimate than an actually 
had experience. 

A second major incompatibility is closely allied to the first. 
For the organicist there is really only one work of art, that 
integrated whole of feelings which has been achieved. Various 
finite centers enter into the work of art to the best of their 
abilities. If the work of art is really highly coherent, the varia- 
tions of perceptions among the different perceivers only indi- 
cate men’s own various limitations and failures to achieve the 
organization that is really there to be found. The value of the 
work is objectively there, the variations and incapacities to ap- 
preciate merely indicate a “weakness of the spectator” and his 
own lack of integration and reality. 

For the pragmatist, there is no ground for belief in such a 
single real integrated whole, for he rejects the hypothesis of an 
absolute coherent structure of nature. He must therefore dis- 
tinguish between immediate experiences had (the esthetic work 
of art), and the environmental instrument for the control of 
these experiences (the physical work of art). The pragmatist 
cannot adequately account for the facts of art without dividing 
the common sense ‘work of art’ into at least two factors. The 
result is a relativity of judgment about the value of a work of 
art. This relativity does not dissolve all objectivity of judg- 
ment, but it justifies differences of judgment in terms of in- 
adequacy of experience and epochal changes in whole environ- 
ments. For a pragmatist there is no absolute judgment of the 
value of a work of art, though the judgments about some works 
of art have a high degree of stability. 

Thirdly, the organicist sees nothing in conflicts and frustra- 
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tions but appearance and illusion and disvalue. For a pragmatist 
there is nothing more real or ultimate than a conflict had, and 
under certain conditions a conflict is valuable in its own right. 
The pragmatist notes that conflicts are actually sought after and 
valued in games, in comedy, in tragedy, and, if he looks care- 
fully, even throughout all art subtly in the minutest details. 
He does not explain these away by suggesting that they are 
transcended and thereby converted into harmonious integra- 
tions in the organic wholes in which they appear. He stresses 
and savors them and suggests that the organization sought in 
works of art is mainly an organization of conflicts. For he finds 
conflict a principal source of the vividness of quality, and there- 
by esthetically valuable in its own right, and to be sought after 
up to that point where it cannot be endured and debouches into 
practical action. 

These three incompatibilities are sufficient, I think, to demon- 
strate that one cannot consistently have organicism and prag- 
matism present at once in the same theory. If coherence is 
fundamental, then fused, had quality is not, and vice versa. If a 
work of art is a single absolute entity, then it is not a multiple 
relative entity, and vice versa. If conflict is always disvalue, 
then it is not sometimes a positive value, and vice versa. I have 
personally obtained esthetic insights from both of these theories, 
and believe for the present we ought to keep them both sepa- 
rately and consistently in mind} but I think a mixture of the 
two only blurs and damages both and adds nothing to general 
esthetic understanding. My criticism of Dewey’s Art as Expe- 
rience is that it contains a mixture of these two theories, and 
consequently results not only in many implicit contradictions 
and vacillations but also in mutual inhibitions such that some of 
the important insights of both theories are concealed. 

I wish now to show by some- references that a fairly complete 
organistic esthetics is present in Art as Experience. As for the 
pragmatic esthetics, that, as I said, can be assumed to be there, 
and is obvious in any ten pages of the book. The disturbing thing 
is that the organistic theory is equally obvious to one who is 
aware of what is going on, and that in large degree and at critical 
points, notably in Chapter XIII, the chapter spedally devoted 
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to esthetic criticism, it submerges the pragmatic view. Let us 
now consider Dewey^s exposition of an organistic esthetics. 

Let us follow seriatim the evidences for the five traits pre- 
viously mentioned of an organistic esthetics. 

( 1 ) Coherence. That there is great emphasis on this princi- 
ple will appear in the evidences for the other traits. It would 
be too much to expect of a deeply imbued pragmatist that he 
would ever slip into identifying reality with coherence. Had 
Dewey been aware that the evidences for the other traits went 
far towards committing him to this fundamental organistic 
principle, he would, I suspect, have drawn back and cleared 
his book of these implications. 

(2) Value as degrees of coherence. This also is a general or- 
ganistic principle which will exhibit itself so far as esthetics is 
concerned in the three remaining traits. 

(3) The esthetic field is that of the coherent organization of 
feelings. Let us compare this with Dewey^s definition of esthetic 
beauty. 

In case the term [beauty] is used in theory to designate the total es- 
thetic quality of an experience, it is surely better to deal with the experi- 
ence itself and show whence and how the quality proceeds. In that 
case, beauty is the response to that which to reflection is the consummated 
movement of matter integrated through its inner relations into a single 
qualitative whole. (130) 

Now, if Dewey had written, “Beauty is the consummated move- 
ment of feelings and their qualities integrated through their 
inner relations into a single individual whole,” he would have 
given an orthodox organistic definition. What he did write is 
obviously far from a pragmatic definition as outlined recently. 
The emphasis is on integration, singleness, and wholeness, and 
quality comes out as the differentiating guide of the integrative 
process. There may be other kinds of integration, but the sort 
of integration that is esthetic is the sort that integrates quality. 
The question is how far Dewey conceived this quality in the 
organistic rather than the pragmatic sense. The two senses easily 
slip into one another but at extremes, as I have shown, they are 
very different. The quality of organicism (the individual, or 
the characteristic) is the coherent whole developed from the 
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internal relations of the affective materials. The ‘had’ quality of 
pragmatism is the awareness of experience itself, and is not 
necessarily coherent, may even be indefeasibly incoherent. In 
Dewey’s definition of beauty, which seems to me from its con- 
text to have been rather carefully considered, the meaning of 
‘quality’ appears ambiguous. I am suggesting that it was so felt 
by Dewey — not, of course, with any intention to confuse, but 
possibly with an underlying (though I believe mistaken) in- 
tention to enrich. This same ambiguity runs through most of 
the book. I would even go so far as to say that the weight of 
significance for this and many other passages is predominantly 
organistic. 

The definition quoted comes near the end of a chapter on 
“Substance and Form.” Near the beginning of the chapter 
Dewey writes. 

The material out of which a work of art is composed belongs to the 
common world rather than to the self, and yet there is self-expression 
in art because the self assimilates that material in a distinctive way to re- 
issue it into the public world in a form that builds a new object. This 
new object may have as its consequence similar reconstructions, recrea- 
tions, of old and common material on the part of those who perceive it, 
and thus in time come to be established as part of the acknowledged 
world — as “universal.” The material expressed cannot be private ; that is 
the state of the mad-house. But the manner of saying it is individual, and, 
if the product is to be a work of art, induplicable. Identity of mode of 
production defines the work of a machine, the esthetic counterpart of 
which is the academic. The quality of a work of art is sui generis be- 
cause the manner in which general material is rendered transforms it 
into a substance that is fresh and vital. (107-8) 

And immediately thereafter comes an approving reference to 
A. C. Bradley, the most consistent and illuminating organistic 
critic since Coleridge. The foregoing passage might very well 
have been written by A. C. Bradley, or F. H. Bradley, or B. 
Bosanquet, or any other imbued organicist. Coherence is the 
evaluating principle which assimilates, objectifies, universalizes 
material. Incoherence and privacy are “the state of the mad- 
house.” The result of coherence embodying material is a con- 
crete universal, to use the technical term, to be strictly con- 
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trasted with the repetitive abstract universal which develops 
academism, and is but another mode of incoherence. “The qual- 
ity [value? ] of a work of art is sui generis” a concrete universal, 
which is individual and common to every aspect, since every 
aspect is internally related with every other though a unique 
center in its own right. 

Hence A. C. Bradley can be aptly quoted as saying: “Poetry 
being poems, we are to think of a poem as it actually exists; 
and an actual poem is a succession of experiences — sounds, 
images, thought — through which we pass when we read a poem. 
. . . A poem exists in unnumerable degrees.” (108) That is, 
different finite individuals approximate the potential integra- 
tion of the poem according to their capacities of integration in 
reference to the material at hand. It is true that immediately 
after this passage is another into which Dewey slips by imper- 
ceptible transitions and which stresses the absoluteness of prag- 
matic relativity as emphatically as anywhere in the whole book. 
But that, of course, is just my point. A passage like the preced- 
ing can grow only out of organistic modes of thought leading to 
the conception of the work of art as a ‘public’ object of the ‘com- 
mon world,’ as ‘universal,’ ‘individual’ and ‘induplicablc’ be- 
cause it exhibits the necessary logic of the affective materials out 
of which it is made. And there is no justification in such a pas- 
sage for an inalienable diversity of interpretations or for the 
idea that “it is absurd to ask what an artist ‘really’ meant by his 
product” (108), and that “if he could be articulate, he would 
say ‘I meant just that and that means whatever you or any one 
can honestly, that is in virtue of your own vital experience, get 
out of it’” (109) — ^unless by “honestly, that is in virtue of 
your own vital experience” is meant precisely the inevitable 
logic of the affective materials themselves, “the inevitable self- 
movement of a poem” (70) which eventuates in “material com- 
pletely and coherently formed” (116), the work of art *‘sui 
generis” Just what weight and direction is given to “honestly” 
here? Is it the pragmatic relativistic honesty of '“whatever any- 
one can get out of it?” Or is it the absolutistic organistic honesty 
of “vital experience” following “the inevitable self-movement 
of a poem?” Throughout Art as Experience, phrases are indeci- 
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sive on this matter, as here in the midst of a typically pragmatic 
statement. But evidences for the interpretation of “honestly” in 
the organistic terms of “the inevitable self-movement of a poem” 
multiply in the passages dealing with the creative imagination. 

(4) Creative imagination. This term owes its currency to 
Coleridge, who got the idea it contains from the purest early 
organistic sources and projected it into the literary world where, 
though generally half understood, it has still proved very efiFec- 
tive. As Dewey says, “it is a way of seeing and feeling things 
as they compose an integral whole.” (267) In the next para- 
graph, 

Coleridge used the term ‘esemplastic’ to characterize the work of imagi- 
nation in art. . . . But one may pass over his verbal mode, and find in 
what he says an intimation not that imagination is the power that does 
certain things, but that an imaginative experience is what happens when 
varied materials of sense quality, emotion, and meaning come together 
in a union that marks a new birth in the world. . . . Possibilities are 
embodied in works of art that are not elsewhere actualized; this em~ 
bodhnent is the best evidence that can be found of the true nature of 
imagination. (267-8) 

The next paragraph is a quite orthodox organistic description 
of the processes of the creative artist: 

There is a conflict artists themselves undergo that is instructive as to the 
nature of imaginative experience. ... It concerns the opposition between 
inner and outer vision. There is a stage in which the inner vision seems 
much richer and finer than any outer manifestation. It has a vast, an 
enticing aura of implications that are lacking in the object of external 
vision. It seems to grasp much more than the latter conveys. Then there 
comes a reaction ; the matter of the inner vision seems wraith-like com- 
pared with the solidity .and energy of the presented scene. The object is 
felt to say something succinctly and forcibly that the inner vision reports 
vaguely, in diffuse feeling rather than organically. The artist is driven 
to submit himself in humility to the discipline of the objective vision. But 
the inner vision is not cast out. It remains as the organ by which outer 
vision is controlled, and it takes on structure as the latter is absorbed 
within it. The interaction of the two modes of vision is imagination ; as 
imagination takes form the work of art is born. (268) 

From the vague appearance to the clear reality j from the ab- 
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stract and conflicting to the concrete and coherent; thesis, an- 
tithesis, synthesis; “enticing implications” becoming explicit in 
organic form and full “embodiment;” the internally construc- 
tive logic of the relations through which “the artist is given to 
submit himself in humility to the discipline of the objective 
vision.” Is not this the very chorus voiced by Schelling, Hegel, 
Bradley, and Bosanquet? An “instructive” chorus, indeed, and 
to be well heeded, but where does it fit in or harmonize with 
the pragmatism of Experience and Nature^ of The Quest for 
Certainty ^ and of the dominant message of Dewey? 

Passages of this sort are not sporadic and unrepresentative. 
They constitute a theme that recurs with and without variations, 
and that is possibly (as I have suggested) the main theme of 
the book. It comes out most clearly and frequently in the form 
of the typical organistic principle that a work of art is the co- 
herent embodiment of the esthetic implications of its materials. 

(5) Coherence of a work of art as the implications of its 
media. This theme is the basis of Dewey’s exposition of form, 
of the differences (or classification) of the arts, and of the crit- 
ical esthetic judgment itself. 

“Form,” he says, “way be defined as the operation of forces 
that carry the experience of an event, object, scene, and situa- 
tion to its own integral fulfillment. The connection of form with 
substance is thus inherent, not imposed from without. It marks 
the matter of an experience that is carried to consummation.” 
(137) It follows that “each medium has its own efficacy and 
value” (227), and that “we may safely start any discussion of 
the varied matter of the arts with this fact of the decisive im- 
portance of the medium: with the fact that different media have 
different potencies and are adapted to different ends.” (226) 
The examination of the different arts (229-244) is carried 
through on this principle and he concludes, 

I have been concerned with the various arts in but one respect. I have 
wished to indicate that, as we build bridges of stone, jteel, or cement, 
so every medium has its own power, active and passive, outgoing and 
receptive, and that the basis for distinguishing the different traits of the 
arts is their exploitation of the energy that is characteristic of the material 
used as a medium. (243-4) 
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Moreover, “when the effect appropriate to one medium be- 
comes too marked in the use of another medium, there is esthetic 
defect.” (229) 

The transition from this insight to the typical organistic 
theory of criticism is natural. Practically the whole of Chapter 
XIII on “Criticism and Perception” is occupied with this theory 
either in positive exposition or in polemic against rival theories. 
And this chapter as next to the last in the book comes to the 
reader as a sort of summary of the esthetic doctrine of the book, 
the last chapter being reserved for reaffirmation of the social 
implications. It is largely because of the location of this chapter 
and its strongly organistic trend, that one comes out of reading 
Art as Exferience wondering if Dewey has not turned He- 
gelian. 

After some pages of probing into the superficialities of what 
he calls “judicial criticism,” what the orthodox organicist calls 
“abstract” criticism, in which “criticism is thought of as if its 
business were not explication of the content of an object as to 
substance and form, but a process of acquittal or condemnation 
on the basis of merits and demerits” (299), Dewey presents 
his constructive view of the critical judgment. 

If there are no standards for works of art and hence none for criticism 
(in the sense in which there are standards of measurement), there are 
nevertheless criteria in judgment, so that criticism does not fall in the 
field of mere impressionism. The discussion of form in relation to mat- 
ter, of the meaning of medium in art, of the nature of the expressive 
object, has been an attempt on the part of the writer to discover some of 
these criteria. But such criteria are not rules or prescriptions. They are 
the result of an endeavor to find out what a work of art is as an ex- 
perience. . . . Criticism is judgment. The material out of which judg- 
ment grows is the work, the object, but it is this object as it enters into 
the experience of the critic by interaction with his own sensitivity and 
his knowledge and funded store from past experiences. As to their con- 
tent, therefore, judgments will vary with the concrete material that 
evokes them and that must sustain them if criticism is pertinent and valid. 
Nevertheless, judgments have a common form because they all have 
certain functions to perform. These functions are discrimination and 
unification. Judgment has to evoke a clearer consciousness of constituent 
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parts and to discover how consistently these j>arts are related to form a 
whole. (309-10) 

The last sentences of the chapter are, 

We lay hold of the full import of a work of art only as we go through 
in our own vital processes the processes the artist went through in pro- 
ducing the work. It is the critic’s privilege to share in the promotion 
of this active process. His condemnation is that he so often arrests it. 

(325) 

All of this with certain alterations of style might have been 
written by Bosanquet. 

Well, what of it? If it is good doctrine, why shouldn’t a 
pragmatist write it? What’s in a label? A good deal, I think, if 
it is a significant label. ‘Pragmatism’ and ‘organicism’ 1 think 
are significant labels. Dewey’s eclecticism in Art as Experience 
has damaged his pragmatism without adding anything we could 
not gather elsewhere concerning organicism. This damage is of 
two sorts: the pressure of organicism inhibited the full growth 
of a pragmatic esthetics in Dewey’s hands, and the simultaneous 
presence of both theories produced a confused book. I will say 
nothing about the confusions, but let me show some of the 
effects of the inhibitions. 

First, we have been deprived of a pragmatic theory of criti- 
cism. The germs of it are repeatedly stated — quality, fusion, 
seizure, realization, vivid perception, novelty, uniqueness, con- 
flict — ^but they are toned down or suppressed to make way for 
the organistic theory. We get occasionally a few sentences that 
summarize the view: 

I have had occasion to speak more than once of a quality of an intense 
esthetic experience that is so immediate as to be ineffable and mystical. 
. . . All direct experience is qualitative, and qualities are what make life- 
experience itself directly precious. ... A work of art may certainly con- 
vey the essence of a multitude of experiences, and sometimes in a remark- 
ably condensed and striking way. (293) 

But such “directly precious” realization or “seizure” is else- 
where derogated to the vague confusion that precedes organistic 
integration: “Artist and perceiver alike begin with what may be 
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called a total seizure, an inclusive qualitative whole not yet 
articulated, not distinguished into members.” (191) This pre- 
cious vital kernel of a new esthetic and a new criticism struggles 
to grow in three eloquent pages (192-4), but is finally mulched 
under a rich layer of organicism: 

The undefined pervasive quality of an experience is that which binds to- 
gether all the defined elements, the objects of which we are focally aware, 
making them a whole. The best evidence that such is the case is our 
constant sense of things as belonging or not belonging, of relevancy, a 
sense which is immediate. (194) 

Second, we are deprived of a theory, or let us say a solution, 
of tragedy in art. Organicism is a theory of harmony culminat- 
ing in the great cosmic harmony of the absolute. Pragmatism is 
a theory of conflict, celebrating struggle and vigorous life in 
which every solution is the beginning of a new problem, in 
which every social ideal is an hypothesis of action, in which 
values thrive on conflicts. The inference almost comes of itself 
that vital quality will thrive on tragedy, so that artists will seek 
out great conflicts for the esthetic values that directly sprout 
from them. Conflict is not something to be overbalanced or 
transcended in art, but something to be brought prominently 
forward and emphasized. What organization is required in art 
(and much is, of course, required) is instrumental to realization 
of the very quality of experience, of its conflicts. Yet Dewey 
gives us the conciliatory organistic theory of tragedy: “This 
sense of the including whole implicit in ordinary experiences is 
rendered intense within the frame of a painting or poem. It, 
rather than any special purgation, is that which reconciles us to 
the events of tragedy.” ( 1 94) And again, 

The peculiar power of tragedy to leave us at the end with a sense of 
reconciliation rather than with one of horror forms the theme of one of 
the oldest discussions of literary art. . . . The positive fact is that a par- 
ticular subject matter in being removed from its practical context has 
entered into a new whole as an integral part of it. In its new relation- 
ships, it acquires a new expression. (96) 

There is just a hint now and then of the pragmatic view, as in the 
reference to 
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Shakespeare’s employing the comic in the midst of tragedy. ... It does 
more than relieve strain on the part of the spectator. It has a more 
intrinsic office in that it punctuates tragic quality. Any product whose 
quality is not of the very ‘easy’ sort exhibits dislocations and dissociations 
of what is usually connected. The distortion found in paintings serves 
the need of some particular rhythm. But it does more. It brings to 
definite perception values that are concealed in ordinary experience because 
of habituation. Ordinary prepossession must be broken through if the 
degree of energy required for an esthetic experience is to be evoked. (173) 

But this point of view is never developed further. 

Third, we are deprived of a pragmatic theory of ugliness (or 
rather of its absence) and meet instead with statements that 
might have come out of Schasler, Hartmann, or Rosencrantz — 
for instance: “The explanation of the fact that things ugly in 
themselves may contribute to the esthetic effect of a whole is 
doubtless often due to the fact that they are so used as to con- 
tribute to individualization of parts within a whole.” (204) 
The context indicates that Dewey is identifying dullness and 
conflict with ugliness. Why the problem obsesses orthodox or- 
ganicists is easily understood. But though Dewey avoids the 
obsession, he does not escape the inhibition to look into the status 
of the concept in pragmatic terms. Unless I am mistaken, ugli- 
ness is a pseudo-concept in pragmatic terms, and some inter- 
esting consequences follow from this discovery. 

Lastly, we are deprived of an intensive investigation into the 
nature of quality. Here is for pragmatists a fact correlative in im- 
portance with the fact of relations. The mutuality of the two 
was ably exhibited in Experience and Nature. In the Quest for 
Certainty the nature of relations in scientific procedures was in- 
tensively studied. In Art as Experience, we might have expected 
the corresponding intensive investigation into the nature of 
quality. We are not, to be sure, altogether disappointed. But 
there is so much to be said on this topic, and so much to be 
found out, that the spaces given up to the processes of integra- 
tion in the book are a frustration to our hopes. Who more com- 
petent to tell us about the shades and discriminations and the 
scope and depth of quality, its fusions and its fundings, than 
Dewey.? We are on the point of learning some new detail, our 
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ears are pricked up, our heads turned to attend, and instead we 
are given another fragment of Hegelianism. 

It is not that we should regret anything that Dewey writes, 
for his writing always has the glow of truth in it. These Hege- 
lian insights are as valid, I think, as any. And Dewey presents 
them with his own personal flavor. But these insights are not 
new, and Dewey has insights that are. And those of us who feel 
what he might have given us, if he had not been drawn aside 
by the fascinations of the integrated whole, wish a little that he 
had not noticed these fascinations. Would he perhaps yet turn 
his eyes aside for a while, and give us what we are waiting for? 
There is no one else who can do it with his authority. 

The comments I have made here on Dewey’s esthetics come, 
it is clear, under two heads: comments on what I suggest to be 
shortcomings in the material and comments on shortcomings in 
the method. I believe the shortcomings in the material arise out 
of those in the method. Let me therefore summarize the pre- 
ceding paragraphs in the following questions: 

1. Is it not true that the method is eclectic — i.e., employs two 
incompatible theories in the presentation of the relevant facts? 

2. If so, would it not have been better to have given separate 
expositions of the two theories? 

3. And if so, does not much of the polemic against certain 
other theories in terms of the pragmatic and organistic theories 
lose its force? By what criteria does Dewey justifiably distin- 
guish between acceptable and unacceptable theories? Why, for 
instance, is a coherent whole to be accepted but a recurrent form 
of the Platonic type to be rejected? 

4. But if not so, and if it is held that esthetic facts are obvi- 
ous, indubitable, certified as such, and need no theories to assist 
their discrimination, how account for the inconsistencies sug- 
gested? 

Of the social message in Art as Experience, its plea to break 
down the separation between art and life, to realize that there 
is beauty in the commonest and meanest things, and on Tues- 
days and Wednesdays as well as on Sundays, I have said noth- 
ing. Possibly this message is the chief intention of the book. 
Dewey is ever a reformer. And here as elsewhere he has shown 
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the contemporary evil and the direction to take for eliminating 
it. I have commented on the book only as on something that 
intends to be sound and true, and have only asked how far that 
intention has been realized. 

Nor have I tried to bring out the reasons for the greatness of 
the book. I am personally convinced that Art as Experience is 
one of the four or five great books on esthetics, and is a classic 
though but five years old. I am assuming that any one who 
reads the book with understanding will see that. But even the 
greatest books are not flawless. The most elementary student 
in philosophy now sees the inconsistencies of Spinoza, and, if a 
reply could be expected, would like to write him about them. 
This is such a letter to Dewey. 

Stkphen C. Pepper 

Department of Philosophy 
University of California 
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DEWEY’S INTERPRETATION OF RELIGION 


I 

U NCERTAINTY, confusion and tension prevail in the re- 
ligious life as well as in the religious and theological 
thought of today, and they no less conspicuously characterize 
the estimates currently passed on religion. On the one hand, 
religion has quite generally lost its significance as the all-encom- 
passing value or as that which when possessed makes negligible, 
or at least tolerable, the deprivation of all else. During modern 
times ever greater autonomy has been won by the theoretic, 
political, economic, aesthetic and other interests, and thus by the 
institutions in which these interests achieve organization and ex- 
pression. This change has generated reflection on the specific 
functions and values of the several institutions; and such reflec- 
tion has in turn issued in modifications and enrichments of their 
procedure, accompanied by an enhanced sense of the independ- 
ence and recognition which should be accorded to them. In conse- 
quence religion has increasingly tended to be, and to be con- 
sidered as, but one among numerous relatively distinct values. 
The contention that it deserves rulership over the various in- 
terests distinguished as secular and temporal has encountered 
an increasing scepticism. Rather has it come to be taken as but 
one of several rival claimants for the attention and the allegiance 
of men.’ Indeed, even this status is not uncommonly denied to it. 

^ **Wht‘n \\c take note of religion^s attempts to stake out her cUiinis in the realm 
of human interests and values, the past centuries present a record of claims and 
counterclaims. Conflicts in views and theory have been unintermittent.” (Schaub, 
Edward L., “Nco-Ptolemaism in Religion,” The Monistj XL, No. 2, 288,) The 
essay from which this quotation is taken includes a discussion of this issue more 
specifically as concerns the relation of religion to the cognitive, the aesthetic and 
the moral aspects of life. The conclusions reached will suggest the point of view 
taken in the present paper and w^c will therefore indicate them by a citation of 
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In certain quarters doubts are entertained as to whether it is 
anything more than a survival of an antiquated culture^ and 
thus it frequently suffers the ignominy of neglect. Numerous 
intellectually and morally earnest individuals and groups go 
so far as to attack it as an enemy of the good life. On the other 
hand, there are powerful currents and social forces of an op- 
posite sort. Bitter disappointments experienced in connection with 
the pursuits of wealth, prestige, and power, have led to a 
Spinozistic realization that such goods cannot genuinely satisfy 
the spirit of man; that they are as elusive as illusory, and that 
even when clutched they rapidly turn to dust and ashes. Poig- 
nant dissatisfactions hav^ reawakened yearnings that have given 
a powerful impetus to a fresh consideration of the possibilities 
of religion. Indeed, in extreme cases, they have issued, within 
theology, in the renaissance of radically supernaturalistic doc- 


the following passages: “That one is living in such a wider world, withm which 
fall such successes as human wit may achieve, inasmuch as of it the human indi- 
vidual is but a constituent, is an inevitable experience at the level of self-conscious 
reflection. With this experience comes a realization that in the interest of his own 
integrity, the individual must win an adjustment of his total self to this world, 
along with an increasing knowledge of its nature, appreciation of its beauty, and 
aspiration to express and enhance its life.” (p. 306) “The concrete character of 
the reality which is the religious object depends in every given case upon the de- 
velopment of reflect! v'c knowledge. The relative strength of self-assurance may 
vary, as may that of other-reliance; such assurance and reliance, however, always 
dwell together. The call to moral effort and humanitarian devotion may be in- 
sistent and inescapable, but w’ith it comes a realization that final issues are outside 
the reach of prediction and human determination, and comes also a confidence that 
these issues may be acquiesced in when judged, not by present hopes and values, 
but by the .self which, through a rationally humble attitude towards reality and 
the religious object, through repentant realization of his own nature, and through 
spiritual effort, perpetually undergoes profound reconstruction.” (pp. 307f.) 
“ 7 'hat feeling of oneness with the universe, reinforced by advancing science, ex- 
perienced in the presence of beauty, and culminating the morally earnest life when 
this is serious and comprehensive, reconstructive of its values, and conscious of its 
matrix, is in one of its expressions religion itself. Religion has a cosmic reference. 
It reaches out beyond the world of realized knowledge and values to an encom- 
passing whole. Science affords a large part of its creed and theology, though for 
religion, as for philosophy, this creed and theology are symbols and myths. Our 
purposes to reform our attitudes and practices, and to dedicate our powers to the 
specific requirements of that world which is expressed by and in ourselves, is the 
religious sacrifice. Our reverent wonder, our faith, and our unhesitating and un- 
flinching submission are our worship.” (3o9f.) 
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trines, and within life, in preoccupations with mysticism and 
even with the occult. 

Then, also, religion has, on the one hand, been exposed to 
withering blasts from the side of the natural and historical 
sciences. These have been effective not simply in diverting at- 
tention to the world experienced by sense but, more than this, 
in casting grave doubts on the reality of any realm transcending 
it. They have seemed to leave to man but the status of a con- 
stituent or member of the order of nature, of a being who strives 
to maintain and magnify his life in an environment at least 
partially alien and not a little hostile to him; they have thrown 
into utter oblivion or at least into the dark shadows that which 
is superhistorical, absolute, or certain; they have made primal 
in efficacy and time, and frequently in significance whether as 
to truth or as to morals, the instinctive or sense perceptual as 
distinct from the value-seeking or rational aspects of human 
nature. On the other hand, man ever-recurringly manifests 
antipathy to such outlooks; deep within himself and his ex- 
perience he finds incentives to take himself as more than an 
object among other objects, more than a being simply finite. He 
longs and feels himself to have the status of a mind seeking ful- 
fillments universal in their significance, absolute in their value, 
and metaphysical in their import. Thus he is not without a 
certain sympathetic responsiveness to such assertions as those 
of Fichte when, in referring to doctrines unmindful of this 
character of egohood, he declared: 

Empty, disagreeable and irresponsible babble has had ample time for 
utterance in all manner. It has expressed itself, we have heard it, and 
from this side nothing new will be said and nothing will be said better 
than it has been. We have had enough thereof ; we feel its emptiness and 
the complete nullity which according to it characterizes us in reference 
to that sense for the eternal which after all may not be completely eradi- 
cated. This sense remains, and it urgently demands a business of its own.* 

A bare glimpse at the historical backgrounds of contemporary 
life thus discloses vacillation and contradictory views and out- 
looks as respects both religion and religious philosophy. This 

^Johann Gottlieb Fichte’s Sammtliche Werke, cd. by I. H. Fichte, Vlt, 2jo. 
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condition has continued unrelieved down to the present; indeed, 
it would even seem that it more than ever clouds the experience, 
impairs the life, and disturbs the thought of such individuals 
as are seriously in quest of the best that is attainable to them. 
Light and leading are here obviously as imperative as they are 
desiderated, 

II 

Dewey’s devotion to the clarification and redirection of vital 
human concerns has been so outstanding throughout all the 
years covered by the memories of most living thinkers that his 
name at once comes to mind whenever one approaches a con- 
sideration of what has transpired during that period in any field 
of social activity or study. It is therefore not without a certain 
surprise, initial at any rate, to find no mention of him in any of 
the eleven essays included in the cooperative volume edited by 
Gerald Blrney Smith and published in 1927 under the title 
Religious Thought in the Last Quarter-Century . A reference, 
however, to Dewey’s writings up to that time would reveal that 
his central topics, wide as had been their range, had failed to 
include the problems of religion, and that his expressions on 
this subject had been but occasional and in part incidental. Not 
strange therefore that these statements seem to have attracted 
no especial attention on the part of religious thinkers. 

Nevertheless wc may now, in retrospect, discern in early ex- 
pressions of Dewey much that was prophetic of the doctrines 
which he has since advanced and expounded in some detail. In 
one of his earliest statements concerning religion Dewey con- 
demned its current forms as infected with a false and a morally 
dangerous supernaturalism and as “at war with the habits of 
mind congruous with democracy and with science.”^ Hence he 
earnestly cautioned against any action that might prolong the 
survival of traditional religion! Specifically he inveighed against 
the inclusion of religion within the curricula or objectives of 
public educational agencies. Of the latter he in so far demanded 
a strict laissez jaire policy, motivated by neither “laziness nor 

* ‘‘Religion and Our Schools,” The Htbhert Jottrnaly VI (1908), 800 j on pages 
808 and 809 may be found the other quotations in the above paragraph. 
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cynicism” but by “honesty, courage, sobriety, and faith.” Hope- 
fully he noted “decay of cohesion and influence among the re- 
ligiously organized bodies of the familiar historic type” and the 
possibility that “their decadence is the fruit of a broader and 
more catholic principle of human intercourse and association 
which is too religious to tolerate . . . pretensions to monopolize 
truth and to make private possessions of spiritual insight and 
aspiration.” What he believed desirable and what he thought 
might perhaps already be operative in destroying the roots of 
the old, is a religious mode of life “which will be the fine flower 
of the modern spirit’s achievement.” Now, when one considers 
Dewey’s attitudes and thought as a whole, these ideas impress 
one as quite anomalous. He in general regards things as centers 
of possibilities; and even during that early period, when he en- 
visaged the task of intelligence to be primarily, if not exclusively, 
that of liberating life from specific embarrassments and obsta- 
cles which constantly arise to keep it in check, he did not entirely 
overlook its more positive function of directly ministering to 
aspiration through the discovery of the possibilities of existing 
situations and their conversion into larger and more stable satis- 
factions. But in envisaging things and existences as possibilities, 
Dewey made an exception — and apparently the only one — in 
the case of the existing religions. As to them he bade us, in his 
earliest references to the subject, to eschew reformation and 
reconstruction, and to acquiesce cheerfully in an expected de- 
mise. 


. . . It w.as generally understood that there was but one true philosophy, 
and Dewey was its prophet. Dewey himself was less orthodox than his 
followers, and less outspokenly antireligunis; but lie was at tliat time 
still in the most positivistic and naturalistic phase of his thinking. ... In 
the discussions among students majoring in pliilo.sophy, it was generally 
taken for granted that religion tvas no more than an interesting survival 
of an earlier period in mental evolution, a touching expression of the 
naive longings and poetic imagination of primitive man. . . . “Religion 
used to say,” was almost a hackneyed expression among these students. 
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Some of them grieved at the death of religion, others rejoiced; but all 
were practically unanimous in admitting the fact of her decease.* 

That Dewey’s own strictures bore on existing religious beliefs, 
organizations and institutions, however, rather than upon re- 
ligion itself is a tenable inference from the statements quoted 
above. Somewhat later, in his Human Nature and Conduct 
(1922), he wrote (236f.): 

It is the office of art and religion to evoke such appreciations and intima- 
tions; to enhance and steady them till they are wrought into the texture 
of our lives. . . . The religious experience is a reality in so far as in the 
midst of effort to foresee and regulate future objects we are sustained and 
expanded in feebleness and, failure by the sense of an enveloping whole. 
Peace in action not after it is the contribution of the ideal to conduct. 

Yet if this conception as to the function of religion and the 
reality of the religious experience is applied in passing judgment 
on the traditional religions, is it not unjust to declare that these 
must be buried and that a new birth must be awaited from the 
spirit of science and democracy? Again in the same volume 
(33 if.) Dewey asserts: 

There is a conceit fostered by perversion of religion which assimilates the 
universe to our personal desires; but there is also a conceit of carrying 
the load of the universe from which religion liberates us. Within the 
flickering inconsequential acts of separate selves dwells a sense of the 
whole which claims and dignifies them. In its presence wc put off mor- 
tality and live in the universal. 

Excellently said. Yet one cannot but feel astonished over the fact 
that in his concern for avoidance of both the conceits to which 
he refers, Dewey did not realize and acknowledge his essential 
kinship with the spirit of the high religions generally and with 
the message as well as experience which they have throughout 
the centuries sought to promlilgate: unselfishness, such as has 
taken the form in extreme but therefore unusual cases of 
thorough-going selflessness and even of self-crucifixion; other- 
reliance and deep gratitude, such as have at times but by no 
means always been exaggerated to the point of a disregard of 
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the responsibilities and the successes devolving upon and claim- 
able by the human individual. Normally that which religions 
have proclaimed and that to which the developed religious con- 
sciousness has testified is man’s role in the creation of a more 
spiritual personal and social life and also his dependence upon 
a reality more ultimate, comprehensive, and worthy than any 
to which he may lay claim or hope ever to achieve. Hence again 
it seems strange that Dewey’s hope was not in a piecemeal cor- 
rection and improvement of many of the features characterizing 
existing religions, but rather in the supersession of the latter by 
something born from the womb of modernity. 

Though, as we have noted, Dewey dealt but slightly with 
the subject of religion in his earlier writings, and his more or 
less incidental expressions on this particular topic would seem 
to have received but little attention, one cannot be less than 
amazed over the range and depth of the influence which his 
general logical and philosophical doctrines exerted upon the 
religious thought and publications of America. Even those 
thinkers, however, who were deeply indebted to Dewey for 
their intellectual stimulus and orientation, and who regarded 
themselves as essentially faithful to his point of view, did not 
all find it necessary to characterize historical religion as an- 
tiquated or as prejudicial to the cultivation of the h’gh values 
of life. Their investigations, both historical and psychological, 
led them to conclude that religion exhibits a living nexus with 
social conditions and needs, and, secondarily, with the realm of 
ideas and beliefsj that it is definitely modifiable and tends to 
adapt itself to cultural changes as well as to assimilate new con- 
ceptions. Religion, they concluded, is the consciousness of the 
highest social values; and, as such, it undergoes changes in con- 
formity with those factors of life which determine the values 
that acquire social preeminence. This makes for a more positive 
and sympathetic attitude toward existing religion than Dewey 
himself seems to have had. 

Those who developed the implications for religion of Dewey’s 
early philosophical doctrines traced the springs of religion to 
the disparity between human needs and prevailing circumstances. 
They described ceremonial as a mode of securing the satisfac- 
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tion of basic social requirements j generated thereby were the 
feelings and the institutions distinguishable as religious, as well 
as the attendant myths, beliefs, and formulated creeds. Thus 
God was said to be not an object of meditation or of cognition 
but primarily a power invoked under the stress of necessity. 
In another reference He is found to be a symbol of that upon 
which the social group centers its most active interests. Now this 
general doctrine indeed proved suggestive and helpful, particu- 
larly in throwing light on such phenomena as taboo, magic, 
fetishism, the cruder ceremonial practices and the simpler re- 
ligions generally. But, to quote from a previous essay by the 
present writer, this general doctrine 

came far from giving adequate recognition to, or just appraisal of, mys- 
ticism, adoration, the theoretical, contemplative, and characteristically 
social (as distinct from the utilitarian) aspects of religion, particularly 
in its more advanced manifestations. The viewpoint, although allegedly 
genetic and functional, was not genuinely so. It failed to consider that 
even though conscious processes may in their beginnings be (largely, 
we would say) subservient to the demands of life, they in time win their 
emancipation and become ends in themselves, masters no less truly than 
servants. They develop along autonomous lines, under the guidance of 
self-cntical reason and consciously evaluated norms. They initiate novel 
insights and values, besides conserving those attested in the past. Thus, 
in its characteristic manifestation:, mind is not an instrument of adapta- 
tion, but a principle of conscious aspiration, a nisus toward more rational, 
social, universal, and thus perfect, selfhood. Defining a person as ‘any 
reactor that approves oi disapproves its own reactions, or that realizes 
consequences as successes or failures of its own,’ Coe has utilized in the 
psychology of religion a functionalism that is at once more empirical 
and genetic, and more significant, than that of the earlier writers on this 
subject. Religion becomes a genuinely social experience in which self- 
conscious persons, through fellowship with their neighbors, devotion to 
the community, and worship of ' its indwelling spirit, seek for larger 
realization with increasing self-knowledge and a more delicate sense of 
ethical, aesthetic, cognitive, and social values.*' 

* “The Psychology of Religion in America,” Religious Thought in the Last 
Quarter-Century ^ a cooperative volume edited by Gerald Birncy Smith (1927), 
pp. i33f. In considerably greater detail, and with specific reference to individual 
thinkers and tlieir writings, we have analyzed and evaluated this doctrine in a 
paper, “Functional Interpretations of Religion; A Critique” contributed to Philo- 
sophical Essays in Honor of James Creighton (1917). 



INTERPRETATION OF RELIGION 


401 

Moreover, one may safely contend that of all human exper- 
iences none is more genuinely personal than is religion. So 
deeply imbedded is the latter in the life of the individual that 
many of its most penetrating students have described it in terms 
which quite conform to Whitehead’s conclusion that ^^religion 
is what man does with his solitariness.” Though this expresses a 
deep insight, a more complete view would doubtless reveal that 
religion likewise involves a conscious recognition of mutuality, 
wherefore it expresses itself in group ceremonial and in a lan- 
guage derived from the various forms of kinship and social life 
(as, for example, father, brother, children, bridegroom, elders, 
etc.) Religion therefore requires for its interpretation a psy- 
chology and a philosophy less impersonal than the standpoint 
of functionalism and instrumentalism. The latter permits of a 
concern with processes and functions, but scarcely of a recognition 
of a self characterized by self-knowledge and self-direction. 
Thus, for example, it describes thinking in relation to situations 
and to the formulation and execution of ideals, but it manifests 
at best but a bowing acquaintance with the thinking self. Ob- 
viously, at ?ny rate, it fails to take into full account the inner, 
self-conscious life of a being who may not merely criticize his 
owm desires and motivations but may come to desire a nature not 
yet possessed by him ' who is capable of an immediate experience 
of his fellows and thus of a realization of his oneness with them; 
and who may be consciously, sometimes poignantly, alive to the 
fact of a cosmos upon which his destiny and that of mankind 
ultimately depend. Unless and until experience is recognized 
as essentially personal in character, neither the possibility nor 
the nature of that which has been called religion can be dis- 
cerned. 

In general one may say that the interpretations of religion 
offered during this earlier period by disciples of Dew^ey suffered 
from certain ambiguities and confusions, not to say contradic- 
tions, which seem traceable to the writings from which they 
derived their standpoint. Two frames of reference are in evi- 
dence: one which is rather naively naturalistic, objectivistic, and 
biological; another which makes central the specific practical 
needs and interests of the human individual, more especially as 
these are of a conscious character. In consequence the founda- 
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tional principles are garnered now from science and now from 
a consideration of action; the conception of ^nature’ is at times 
‘naturalistic’ but then again ‘idealistic’ in character; and very 
different meanings are attached likewise to other basic terms, 
such as mind, mental life, and conation. Thus, for example, 
Ames in his The Psychology of Religious Experience (1910), 
says that the mental life is “an instrument of adaptation by which 
the organism adjusts itself to the environment” (15). But the 
function is described also as less general in character: “Mind is 
the means by which adaptations occur in novel and complex situ- 
ations” (15). Again, “instinctive and perceptive processes as well 
as developed reasoning come within the conception of mind” 
( j6) — indeed, “Psychology has discovered the great extent and 
dominance in all conscious life of instinct, desire, habit and emo- 
tion” (303); nevertheless, the instinctive processes are distin- 
guished from intelligence, whose prime function is “accommo- 
dation to new and intricate environments” (16). In general, as 
in the case of the above quotations, mind is conceived as a func- 
tion of the organism to whose needs it is instrumental; on occa- 
sion, however, the organism is made secondary, neural activities 
and various objective effects being said to express or register 
the adjusting activity. Similar confusions occur in accounts of 
“mind-body.” The latter is first descril)cd in terms of a relation 
of “mental states and bodily states” (18); then we find that 
“mind -body” is taken as synonymous with “organism” (20), 
but almost at once are told that the question “What is the 
organism, the mind body, doing” is “in other words” the ques- 
tion “What is the will, or purposeful activity, accomplishing, 
and what are the means, such as instinct, imitation, habit, atten- 
tion, association, perception, and reasoning which it employs?” 
(aof.). Adjustment is described as that of organism to environ- 
ment (15), but also as “adjustment in the psycho-physical or- 
ganism” (18), and again as occurring “through the psycho- 
physical organism” (15). 

In further consequence of ambiguities and shifts in meaning 
which are inherent in their fundamental doctrine, the disciples 
of Dewey who early attacked the problems of religion rather 
brusquely ruled metaphysical assertions out of court, and yet 
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they on occasion manifested a disposition to entertain religious 
beliefs on the ground of their functional significance and the 
support which they offered to an aspiring life. Ames declares 
that ^^the phiJosophy of religion in its most ultimate problems 
and refined developments does not transcend the principles of 
psychology;” God thus is equated with the ^^idea of God” and 
this “central conception of theology” is made “subject to the 
same laws of the mental life as are all other ideas, and there is 
hut one science of psychology applicable to it” (?.6f.). Ob- 
viously the ideational constituents of religious belief are here 
placed on precisely the same plane as those of the various physi- 
cal sciences, and psychology is taken as the single organ of truth. 
It need scarcely be argued that this involves misconceptions of 
such a sort that theology and the philosophy of religion need 
not feel in the least disturbed, their freedom to develop tenable 
doctrines is as little in jeopaidy as is that, fur example, of as- 
tronomy, physics, chemistrv> or biology. Irving King, in his 
The Development of Relip^ion^ (1910), likewise assigns one 
and the same status to all concepts. While insisting, however, 
that religious concepts (like all others) may not be ctmstrued 
“ontologically” but solely “functit)na!!y,” he none the less 
holds that if “the question of the reality of the order of exist- 
ence postulated by religion is raised, we should have to say that 
probably all the concepts (jf religion fall sliort of an adequate 
account of experience rather than tJiat they attribute too much 
to it” (34of. ). Even the concept of the supernatural he finds 
t(> be one vv^hidi probably is nccess:iry for the expression of higher 
valuations (^/. 35'2), “The concept of ( iod,” he writes, “is a 
legitimate way (01 t!)e reltgii'Us nund to sy].\ho]i 2 .c its faith in 
the reality of life. In so far as such symbolism satisfies and helps, 
it represents a genuine aspect of reality” (353 ). 

King apparently docs not regard his contentions respecting 
the ideas of G(^d and the supei-nanind as at odds with the general 
point of view which he owes in the main to Dewey, Not im- 
prolwbly, however, he arrived at them partly uhder the influ- 
ence of his desire to reckon seriously with the facts which are 
repealed by a dii-ect and rrnpniral examination of the religions 
of mankind and of the icligious expriiences of individuals. I'hat 
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the latter present difficulties to one who endeavors to bring re- 
ligion as a whole within the framework of instrumentalistic doc- 
trine is frankly acknowledged by King himself when he deals 
with the subject of “mana,” the “mysterious power” repre- 
sented, for example, by “manitou,” “wakonda,” “orenda” and 
“kukini.” The concept here in reference is one which, as King 
states, must be taken into account because it has “probably played 
a large part in the unfolding of human thought, and has con- 
sequently reacted in important ways upon behavior and custom.” 
He himself, however, makes the following admission: “It is 
difficult to relate it exactly to what has thus far been said of 
the development of the value-consciousness, and yet it has had 
a part in that development which we trust will not seem to be al- 
together adventitious, even though we should stand firmly upon 
the theory as thus far outlined” (132). 

The fact that the instrumentalism of the time tended to oscil- 
late between mutually exclusive doctrines, along with the in- 
ability of instrumentalism to afford an adequate interpretation 
of religion as an empiriral phenomenon of historical and per- 
sonal life, doubtless accounts for the failure of its exponents to 
reach clear or consistent conclusions respecting the relation 
of morality and religion. Often the two are made to coalesce, 
though religion is none the less also described as a specific mode 
of experience, distinct from the moral even as it is, for example, 
from the aesthetic or the logical. In the volume to which we 
have already referred, Ames specifically equates religion and 
morality. “The attempt to delimit the field of natural morality 
from religion,” he wntes, “presupposes in the older writers 
a dualism between human and divine. . . . Without the definite 
assumption of this dualism the line between morality and re- 
ligion becomes obscure and tends to vanish completely” (286f.) j 
“the distinction between morality and religion is not real” 
(285). Non-religious persons are therefore described as such 
who “fail to enter vitally into a world of social activities and 
feelings” (359) — persons who are mentally defective or dis- 
eased, or who lead criminal lives, or whose “mental life is not 
organized in accordance with the scale of values which is recog- 
nized by the morally mature and efficient persons of the com- 
munity” (360). Notwithstanding these contentions, Ames him- 
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self describes religion as a ^‘specialized interest” (291), as 
distinguishable from science, art and “other interests” (296), 
and as “differentiated by the inclusiveness and ideality of the 
ends which belong to it” (302). Religion is conceived as some- 
thing whose core is morality, though again it is described as a 
quality of the moral experience (“no genuinely moral conscious- 
ness can be without religious quality” (286)) and also as a “phase 
of all socialized human experience” (280)/’ 

The difficulties which this theme presents to instrumentalists 
are discernible also in King^s treatment of the subject. On the 
whole his examination of the facts of religious life and history 
constrained him to concede to religion an autonomous place in 
human experience. Thus, he wrote an essay on The Differentia- 
tion of the Religious Consciousness (1904); and in his subse- 
quent work, The Development of Religion, he concludes that 
“there is such a thing as the religious attitude of mind” (340), 
religion being described in his final statement as “essentially a 
faith that the universe, in which we have our being, contains the 
elements that can satisfy in some way our deepest aspirations” 
(353). Yet it would appear that King^s struggles to differentiate 
the religious consciousness were not entirely successful, more 
particularly in its relation to moralityj and it would seem more 
than likely that his failures at this point, and the fact that his 
final statement regarding the nature of religion is but loosely 
connected with those of his discussions oriented by his instru- 
mentalism, arc evidence not of his inadequate grasp of the 
general point of view and method of instrumentalism but rather 
of the embarrassments suffered by one who would be faithful 
thereto and yet would likewise acknowledge the facts presented 
by religious phenomena. 

Ill 

The direct and personal contribution made by Dewey to the 
clarification of religious issues and to the redirection of religious 
thought and practice is to be found primarily in 'his A Common 

* Some of the difficulties to which W’C have referred were escaped by Ames in 
his later book entitled Religion^ in the preparation of which he apparently allowed 
his thought to move with considerable freedom instead of compressing it within 
the straight jacket of a psychology subordinated to the conception of an organism 
in functional relations with an external environment. 
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Faith of 1934. This book is an incisive and forceful expression 
of a fervid yet unsentimental, and carefully pondered concern 
for the highest interests of man. It cannot but enhance one’s 
sense of the central importance of the theme discussed, as well 
as throw light on the precise nature of Dewey’s most mature 
philosophical doctrine. That the views it presents are strikingly 
novel may, however, scarcely be claimed. Nor was this to be 
expected. Its topic is one that has long engaged leading minds 
characterized by very diverse outlooks upon life and the world. 
Moreover, it had previously been treated, psychologically, 
theologically, and philosophically, by thinkers whose intel- 
lectual commitment was primarily to a point of view explicitly 
derived or drawing support from the philosophy of Dewey. In 
so far one may say, in reminiscence of a remark once made by 
Mr. C. E. Ayres, that Dewey no longer seems remarkable be- 
cause his thought has passed into the minds of so many that his 
own specific utterances can scarcely seem, either to them or to 
students of religion at large, as anything other than familiar. 

Nevertheless it is worthy of note that in his own book on re- 
ligion Dewey remained quite free from the dilemmas and the- 
oretical embarrassments which we have noted in the earlier writ- 
ings of his disciples Ames and King. On the other hand, he 
differs from the latter in giving to ideas and to the cognitive 
aspects of experience a wider role than one strictly functional 
in the rather narrowly utilitarian and biological sense of the 
term. Thus, for example, Dewey says: “Legends and myths 
grow up in part as decorative dressings, in response to the ir- 
repressible human tendency toward story-telling, and in part as 
attempts to explain ritual practices” (59).^ Moreover, Dewey 
has at no time, apparently, given serious attention to empirical 
investigations of the religions of history or of the varieties of 
religious experience. At any rate he has never indicated how he 
would construe the latter from the standpoint of a psychology 
connected with his instrumentalism. Indeed, such investigations 
on the part of others would seem to have concerned him but 
little, even as have, apparently, the studies of theologians and 

’ A Common Faith all succeeding quotations are from this same volume, unless 
stated otherwise. 
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philosophers of religion generally. When, therefore, he came 
to present the outlines of his religious doctrine in his A Common 
Faith he remained content to set forth his conclusions in con- 
trast with views which, while as frontally opposed as are a cer- 
tain form of theism on the one hand, and atheistic humanism on 
the other, are nevertheless alike in that they have their orienta- 
tion, by way either of acceptance or of rejection, in what may 
perhaps aptly be called “crass supernaturalism.” Numerous 
other types of religious philosophy he thus left quite unre- 
garded. 

Those seeking to understand and estimate Dewey’s A Com- 
mon Faith would have been aided if a clearer and more specific 
description had been provided of the supernaturalism to which 
objection is raised. For the term has carried and continues to 
carry quite different meanings, and it is only by virtue of this 
fact that one may characterize the religions of the past as in 
general supernaturalistic. In illustration and confirmation here- 
of, one may even quote Dewey himself. Thus, he writes: 

In earlier times, what we now call the supernatural hardly meant 
anything more definite than the extraordinary, that which was striking 
and emotionally impressive because of its out-of-the-way character. Prob- 
ably even today the commonest cc'nception of the natural is that which 
is usual, customary and familiar. When there is no insight into the 
cause of unusual events, belief in the supernatural is itself ‘natural’ in 
this sense of natural. (69) 

Dewey’s indictment of the doctrine which he generally calls 
super naturalism includes several counts. Its wisdom, he insists, 
“consists in administration of the temporal, finite and human 
in its relation to the eternal and infinite, by means of dogma 
and cult, rather than in regulation of the events of life by under- 
standing of actual conditions.”* Dewey charges that super- 
naturalism is incompatible with the method and the spirit of 
scientific inquiry and with the relationships and institutions of 
democracy; he declares it philosophically untenable because of 
its belief in realities anteceding thought and practice, anci its 
insistence on treating the ideal as more than the possibilities 
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discoverable in experience and in some measure capable of real- 
ization through the intelligent and devoted efforts of human 
individuals; he insists that its attempts to inculcate through- 
going assurance and a sense of absolute certainty and security are 
alike hostile to the intellectual enterprise and subversive of so- 
cially and morally constructive action. In short, he makes the 
charge that supernaturalism is intellectually false and morally 
vicious. 

But has the belief in question as a matter of historical fact 
actually manifested itself as paralytic or otherwise harmful to 
lives of strenuous and fruitful service in the realms of thought, 
of art, or of social relationships? The affirmation that such has 
been the case would seem to depend more upon an a priori argu- 
ment that it must have been so since the logic of the doctrine 
makes such a result inevitable, than to express an empirical 
generalization from the scroll of history. Historical phenomena, 
to be sure, are the outcomes of numerous interacting and counter- 
acting forces; yet the evidence they offer certainly leaves this 
count of Dewey’s indictment without convincing grounds. When 
one thinks of religion in general rather than merely of super- 
naturalism in Dewey’s sense of the term, one cannot but be im- 
pressed by the magnitude of its contributions, in the way of in- 
centive, inspiration or support, to all manner of revolutions 
against conditions that have oppressed man, to constructive 
movements of social reform, and to the general cause of human 
enlightenment and refinement. Is it really true to the facts to 
affirm, as Dewey does in his Human Nature and Conduct (5), 
that “Protestantism, except in its most zealous forms, has ac- 
complished the same result [namely, that of ‘emphasizing those 
qualities of human nature that are most commonplace and aver- 
age, of exaggerating the herd instinct of conformity’] by a sharp 
separation between religion and morality in which a higher 
justification by faith disposes at one stroke of daily lapses into 
the gregarious morals of average conduct?” Surely one may not 
say of all supernaturalism “that it stands in the way of an effec- 
tive realization of the sweep and depth of the implications of 
natural human relations” (80); that the relations “of husband 
and wife, parent and child, friend and friend, neighbor and 
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neighbor, of fellow workers in industry, science, and art, are 
neglected, passed over, not developed for all that is in them” 
— nay are not merely depreciated but are “regarded as dangerous 
rivals of higher values j as offering temptations to be resisted; 
as usurpations by flesh of the authority of the spirit; as revolts 
of the human against the divine” (71 f.)- 

That the supernaturalism against which Dewey inveighs is 
philosophically defensible is denied even by numerous theologi- 
ans and philosophers who find truth in organized religion and 
in the affirmations of the religious consciousness, most con- 
spicuously, of course, in their more advanced expressions. The 
beliefs connected with the historical religions vary enormously, 
even as do the emotional constituents and manifestations of re- 
ligion, and likewise its ceremonies and its cult practices. Re- 
ligions, moreover, differ greatly in respect to the relative impor- 
tance which they attach to ideas and creed. In general, however, 
it seems safe to say that for the religions, as distinguished from 
philosophies, and for the religious consciousness, the gods and 
God have not been aloof from man or remote from his world, 
but available and near at hand. They have not been conceived 
as purely transcendent but rather as factors in or features of the 
world of human experience, actually or potentially immanent 
in man and closer to him than “hands or feet.” In so far it has 
been their concern to affirm a glorified naturalism and a strength- 
ened — and, in the case of the high religions, a spiritualized — 
humanism, whether they have conceived the more than human 
power or powers of their belief as distinguishable constituents 
or features of the total order of being, or of Nature, or as the 
natura naturanSy or as the sole and independent ultimate reality; 
and whether they have thought of the superhuman in terms of 
creativity or of logical ground. 

Dewey’s general philosophy, of course, precludes him from 
considering historical religion in its aspect of pastness, or re- 
ligious experience from the standpoint of its actuality in distinc- 
tion from its future possibilities and the challenge it presents to 
a reformatory interest. Hence his treatment of the religious 
problem is not “descriptive” in the sense in which this may be 
contrasted with the “normative;” rather is it “normative” with 
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only such descriptive detail as is significant for an answer to 
the question as to what ought-to-be. He does not enter into the 
question of the right of or the pragmatic value of over-beliefs, 
but one is probably safe in concluding that he would deprecate 
the retention of over-beliefs on the part even of persons who 
have not entered into a philosophically reflective life. Doubtless, 
moreover, he would object to the practice of such as deliberately 
adhere to the forms and symbols associated with the religious 
institutions of their heritage, even when they do so on the 
ground of an aesthetic or other sort of emotional or sentimental 
or stabilizing value which they experience in them. 

Dewey would seem to be somewhat suspicious of substantives j. 
at any rate, he frequently shows a decided predilection for 
adjectives and adverbs. He writes: 

It is a plausible prediction that if there were an interdict placed for a 
generation upon the use of mind, matter, consciousness as nouns, and we 
were obliged to employ adjectives and adverbs, conscious and uncon- 
sciously, mental and mentally, material and physically, we should hnd 
many of our problems much simplified (Experience and Nature , 75). 

In conformity herewith he describes his proposal in A Common 
Faith as not “a religion, but rather the emancipation of elements 
and outlooks that may be called religious” (8). In its contrast 
with the substantive ‘religion,’ or rather ‘a religion’ — which alone 
is what we find, inasmuch as ‘religion’ is “a strictly collective 
term” — Dewey describes the ‘religious’ as follows: 

The adjective ‘religious’ denotes nothing in the way of a specifiable 
entity, either institutional or as a system of beliefs. It does not denote 
anything to which one can specifically point as one can point to this and 
that historic religion or existing church. For it does not denote anything 
that can exist by itself or that can be organized into a particular and 
distinctive form of existence. It denotes attitudes that may be taken 
toward every object and every proposed end or ideal (9!.). 

This and other passages may readily suggest an interpretation 
that is at odds with Dewey’s real meaning. He indeed speaks 
of “a religious outlook and function” as well as of “religious 
attitudes;” and he says of a certain change that when it “takes 
place there is definitely religious attitude” (17). He is here, 
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however, not referring to a distinctive kind of experience or a 
sp^ific component of the mental life, such, for example, as the 
attitude described as religious by Pratt in his The Religious 
Consciousness (1920) or the sentiment in terms of which W. K. 
Wright, E. S. Conklin and others conceive religion. On the 
contrary he repudiates the view that there is “a definite kind 
of experience which is itself religious ... as a kind of experience 
that is marked off from experience as aesthetic, scientific, moral, 
political} from experience as companionship and friendship” 
(10). ‘Religious,’ he holds, “as a quality of experience signifies 
something that may belong to all these experiences” ( lo), al- 
though, of course, it is as a matter of fact commonly absent from 
them. The experiences with which a “religious force” is con- 
nected, however, are deemed by him to be by no means infre- 
quent} they comprise all such as have the “force of bringing 
about a better, deeper and enduring adjustment in life” ( 14). 

For Dewey the quality or character of ‘religious’ appears 
when there are “changes in [or, of? ] ourselves in relation to the 
world in which we live that are much more inclusive and deep- 
seated” (16) than are the processes of ‘adaptation,’ changes 
“generic and enduring” and making for “that complete unifica- 
tion of the self which is called a whole” (19). Now, “The self 
is always directed toward something beyond itself and so its 
own unification depends upon the idea of the integration of the 
shifting scenes of the world into that imaginative totality we call 
the Universe” (19); and, since the “idea of a whole, whether 
of the whole personal being or of the world, is an imaginative, 
not a literal, idea” (18), “the idea of a thoroughgoing and deep- 
seated harmonizing of the self with the Universe . . . operates 
only through imagination” (19). 

The religious is ‘morality touched by emotion’ only when the ends of 
moral conviction arouse emotions that are not only intense but are actu- 
ated and supported by ends so inclusive that they unify the self. The 
inclusiveness of the end in relation to both self and tlie ‘universe’ to 
which an inclusive self is related is indispensable (aaf.j. 

That religion may and should pervade the whole of life and 
express itself in even our most ordinary activities is by no means 
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a novel or an uncommon contention. Has not Carlyle, for ex- 
ample, said that a carpenter may break the entire decalogue with 
a single stroke of his hammer? This thought recurs time and 
again in the sacred writings of the Hindus, and it is essentially 
that of Fichte when he writes: 

Religiosity is not something that is isolated and exists by itself such that 
one might be very strong in piety but as for the rest very weak and de- 
ficient, and a bad man. He [Fichte is writing of the ‘true Mason’] is not 
religious but he thinks and acts religiously; religion for him is not an 
object but solely the aether in which he sees all objects. He directs his 
entire strength exclusively to each and every task which here below 
confronts him, and an observer might think that he had no other con- 
cern than that of achieving his specific purpose, and that this purpose is 
exhaustive of his entire being and all his impulses.* 

Nor can a claim to novelty be made for Dewey’s view that re- 
ligious emotions are “supported by ends so inclusive that they 
unify the self” or that the unification of the self “depends upon 
the idea of the interaction of the shifting scenes of the world 
into that imaginative totality we call the Universe” (19). Many 
there are who have identified religion with man’s total response 
to that which for him is the regnant value or is the World in the 
deepest and most comprehensive meaning of this term. Thus 
one may cite the definition of Starbuck in the syllabus of his 
Oslo lectures: “Religion consists in one’s complete response to 
That Which has supreme worth or value.” 

Dewey, then, singles out certain processes, functions, out- 
looks, and attitudes as religious in distinction from others which 
are said to lack this character j and he defines the religious at- 
titudes in terms of their relation to the realization of a wholeness 
of selfhood such as is possible only in relation to “that imagina- 
tive totality which we call the^Universe.” The religious attitudes 
are apparently conceived to make a difference j they would seem 
to be thought of as productive of changes. Now, these religious 
attitudes are what the religions and the religious man have com- 
monly meant by a person’s religion. What then can be the point 
of the contrast which Dewey makes when he writes: “All re- 

^ Brief e an Constant^ Maureriiche Klassiker^ I, Fichte^ ed. by Albin Freiherr 
von Keitzenstein, ^6i. 
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ligions, marked by elevated ideal quality, have dwelt upon the 
power of religion to introduce perspective into the piecemeal and 
shifting episodes of existence. Here too we need to reverse the 
ordinary statement and say that whatever introduces genuine 
perspective is religious, not that religion is something that intro- 
duces it” (24)? The contrast here made would acquire real 
point only if one were to substitute in these sentences the term 
‘God’ for that of ‘religion,’ and if one meant by God a reality 
other than and completely external to the processes of nature 
and of human life, a conception quite unacceptable to many de- 
vout theists both within and without the ranks of theologians and 
philosophers. 

For Dewey the ‘religious’ is a character or quality of certain 
processes and attitudes, and in so far it cannot be said to exist or 
occur as something isolated from experiences generally. On the 
other hand, it is not attributable to all processes and attitudes, 
and in so far it is set apart. Here the only difiFerence discernible 
between Dewey and psychologists generally is the fact that in 
his predilection for adjectives the former speaks of religious de- 
scribed as a quality of (certain) attitudes, whereas the latter do 
not hesitate to retain the word religion which they then conceive 
as an attitude (or sentiment) having a (certain) quality. Alike 
they give to the religious attitude a function, and as to this 
Dewey is by no means alone when he thinks of it in terms of an 
integration of the self. Dewey, moreover, is not disposed to op- 
pose the existence of churches as a specific form of social institu- 
tion. Let them rather recover their vitality, he suggests, by cele- 
brating and reinforcing the “fund of human values that are 
prized and that need to be cherished, values that are satisfied and 
rectified by all human concerns and arrangements” (82). To be 
sure he criticizes historic Christianity for its separation of “sheep 
and goats; the saved and the lost; the elect and the mass” (84). 
But would not Dewey himself be the first to distinguish between 
those who already are socially, morally, and religiously minded, 
and those who are only potentially so? And would he not insist 
that such religious-mindedness inevitably expresses itself in an 
endeavor to bring all within the fold? 

Involved in religious experience, according to Dewey, is be- 
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lief, not that some object or being exists but that “some end 
should be supreme over conduct” (20). What is requisite is 
moral conviction, the sense of “being conquered, vanquished, in 
our active nature by an ideal end” and an “acknowledgment of 
its rightful claim over our desires and purposes” (20). The 
religions of tradition, holding as they do that “the ideal in ques- 
tion is already embedded in the existent frame of things” and 
“is already the final reality at the heart of things that exist,” 
really evince a lack of moral faith in that they convert “moral 
realities into matters of intellectual assent” (21). Thus, for the 
unseen power conceived to control our destiny, Dewey would 
substitute “the power of an idea” whose intrinsic nature is the 
basis of its claim upon our allegiance and devotion. Writes he: 

The reality of ideal ends and values in their authority over us is an un- 
doubted fact. The validity of justice, affection, and that intellectual cor- 
respondence of our ideas with realities that we call truth, is so assured 
in its hold upon humanity that it is unnecessary for the religious attitude 
to encumber itself with the apparatus of dogma and doctrine (44). 

Without dwelling upon an obvious nodding on the part of 
Dewey in his reference to “intellectual correspondence” as 
“truth,” we would ask precisely what it is that he declares “an 
undoubted fact.” Is it merely some psychological or subjective 
experience or feeling associated with an individual’s thought of 
“ideal ends and values?” Or are the ideal ends and values taken, 
and does morality require them to be taken, as objective in the 
sense of being metapsychological and overindividual in char- 
acter, and ontological in significance? So far as he carried his 
argument, was not Fichte justified in repudiating the as-if 
doctrine of Forberg, with its dualism between dutiful conduct 
and theoretical beliefs, and in insisting that faithfulness to the 
requirements of morality is indissolubly connected with belief in 
an active principle making for the conservation and increase of 
values in the world? That some of Dewey’s statements seem 
quite compatible herewith is evidenced by the interpretation 
which Wieman originally gave of A Common Faith} that 
Dewey’s thought, however, was quite different, he then spe- 
cifically declared} nevertheless, that one can stop short of ad- 
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mitting a moralische Weltordnung, in the Fichtean sense, if one 
would do full justice to what is involved in the experience 
whether of moral obligation or of compliance therewith, or 
would recognize the implications of the recognition, on the part 
of common man and philosopher alike, of the unique value 
possessed by the moral as distinct from other motives to conduct 
— this Dewey has certainly failed to establish. His grounds for 
rejecting the “antecedently given” here leave one quite un- 
convinced. It is difficult to think that he himself can escape the 
admission that Nature, in its distinction from experience and as 
that into which man is born, or that the characters Nature has 
acquired through the creative intelligence operative in the past, 
is antecedently given to both the thought and the action of the 
individual, and that they constitute that unity of being in vital 
relations with which alone man can achieve the genuine integrity 
which he desiderates and which he increasingly acquires through 
the “grace” of Nature as inciting, sustaining, and supplement- 
ing his moral endeavors. Dewey himself admits, even asserts, 
that an adjustment such as is religion “possesses the will rather 
than is its express product” (19), and that “the unification of 
the self throughout the ceaseless flux of what it does, suffers, 
and achieves, cannot be attained in terms of itselP’ (19). “Our 
successes are dependent upon the cooperation of nature,” and 
thus the “essentially unreligious attitude is that which attributes 
human achievement and purpose to man in isolation from the 
world of physical nature and his fellows” (25). 

Man’s sense of dependence is indeed more profound than 
anything derivable from the experience of those precarious ele- 
ments of the environment which Dewey stresses, or from the 
realization by an individual that his successes are conditioned 
by cooperating factors of his physical and social world. Man is 
a being who not merely succumbs to death but who knows that 
he will die, and this awareness makes poignantly vivid the 
absoluteness of Nature’s control over him. Not strange then, 
that the phenomenon of death has played an important role in 
the genesis of religion, as was pointed out by Wundt in his 
Volkerpsychologie, or that its contemplation has ever tended to 
arouse religious feelings even in those who are otherwise but 
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seldom consciously alive to the hnitude of the human individual 
and to the awesomeness of Nature. But through other channels 
also man comes to experience what has aptly been called a 
creature-feeling and is claimed, quite properly, to derive from 
man’s consciousness, however aroused, of the roots and of the 
limitations of his being. Here, then, he encounters Reality in 
the sense both of antecedent and of ultimate j and here, as the 
weight of the evidence would seem to prove, is the basis of an 
experience which may be distinguished as religious. 

A full-orbed human life must include worship as well as 
wonder and work} and, though these moments are distinguish- 
able, they yet play into one another in such a way that each may 
strengthen and enrich the others. Thus, from wonder work ac- 
quires goals and therefore significance, and worship an increas- 
ingly worthy object; from work wonder secures motivation and 
pointedness, and through it worship is saved from the perils of 
subjectivity and sentimentality; from worship comes wonder’s 
deepest arousal, and that breadth of horizon, and confident, ir- 
repressible zeal without which work is lacking in perspective 
and is eventually doomed to flag. Emphasis upon work, and 
upon wonder in connection therewith, is ever a needed gospel, 
and Dewey’s message is perhaps peculiarly suited to the needs of 
our day. Yet what is also required, and probably even more 
deeply, is a corresponding stress upon the indispensability of 
worship and of that particular exercise of wonder to which wor- 
ship gives rise and by which it is refined. 
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THE EDUCATIONAL PHILOSOPHY OF 
JOHN DEWEY 

1. Philosophy and Education 

A CHILD, according to Dr. Dewey, is as evidential of the 
nature of reality as an electron or a star. For the purposes 
of philosophy the affairs of the nursery and the kindergarten 
seem to him as significant as those of the physical laboratory. 
This is in harmony with his general theory of existence which 
holds that no level of experience — physical, biological, or social 
— should be given superior metaphysical status. 

The moral interest is also central in the philosophy of Dr. 
Dewey. Although resolute in the desire to understand and 
interpret the world solely on the basis of empirical findings, 
he is equally concerned to use these findings to change the 
world so that human goods may become more secure, more nu- 
merous, and more widely shared. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that education in both its 
incidental and deliberate forms has always been a primary in- 
terest in his philosophy. Primary, not only in the amount of 
attention Dr. Dewey has given to it, but primary also in the 
part the practice and theory of education has played in the de- 
velopment of his own most basic ideas. 

In an autobiographical essay. Dr. Dewey states that for many 
years Democracy and Education was the book in which his phi- 
losophy “was most fully expounded.” In this essay he raises 
the question as to why so many philosophers, although them- 
selves engaged in educational work, “have not taken education 
with sufficient seriousness for it to occur to them that any ra- 
tional person could actually think it possible that philosophiz- 
ing should focus about education as the supreme human inter- 

419 
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est in which, moreover, other problems, cosmological, moral, 
logical, come to a head.”^ 

So intimate does Dr. Dewey consider this connection between 
education and philosophy that he proposes an educational ex- 
tension of the pragmatic test of meaning. Building on the prag- 
matic notion that the meaning of ideas or conceptions is to be 
found in the definite practices to which they lead, he suggests 
that the actual significance of differences in philosophical out- 
look may be discovered by developing their implications and 
consequences for educational practice. He affirms, in Democracy 
and Education, that a difference in philosophy which makes no 
difference in the practice of education is an artificial, or verbal, 
difference. He adds that *?unless a philosophy is to remain 
symbolic or verbal or a sentimental indulgence for a few, or 
else mere arbitrary dogma, its auditing of past experience and 
its program of values must take effect in conduct.”* 

It should be remembered in this connection that Dr. Dewey 
construes education very broadly. It includes schooling, but 
is by no means restricted to it. In its most inclusive meaning 
education denotes any change wrought in an individual as a 
result of experience. In its narrower, deliberate form education 
signifies conscious effort by some organized group to shape the 
conduct and the emotional and intellectual dispositions of its 
young. 

All deliberate education is thus, in his opinion, a moral un- 
dertaking. Moral in the sense that it is a designed, controlled 
action concerned with the formation of fundamental attitudes 
of the individual toward nature and fellow human beings. It 
inescapably involves the manifestation of preference for some 
particular kind of social and individual life. We engage in de- 
liberate education because we desire to nuke of the young 
something they would not become.if left to their own unguided 
interactions with their natural and social environments. It is 
only when we view education from this broader standpoint that 
we are in a position to interpret Dr. Dewey’s thesis that “edu- 

^ Contemforary American Philosofhy^ II, 23, “From Absolutism to Experi- 
mentalifm,” by John Dewey. 

* Democracy and Education, 3 S3. 
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cation oflFers a vantage ground from which to penetrate to the 
human, as distinct from the technical, significance of philosophi- 
cal discussions.”* 

Accepting this suggestion, we shall explore some of the ma- 
jor conceptions of Dr. Dewey’s philosophy by indicating their 
implications for the theory and practice of education. If we ad- 
here to his own principle of analysis, we must begin our discus- 
sion with a consideration of method} for he has consistently 
maintained that the method of experience, often also designated 
as the method of experimental inquiry, is his supreme interest, 
criterion, reliance, and value. 

Unquestionably, method is primary in the philosophy of 
Dr, Dewey. But the educator who pursues this method of ex- 
perience whole-heartedly discovers eventually that philosophi- 
cally he is committed to something more than a mere method. 
To be sure, the method as such does not automatically pre- 
scribe a complete set of metaphysical theses, but it does, never- 
theless, define a principle of approach and analysis which clearly 
is not compatible with certain philosophical presuppositions. It 
inevitably cuts the ground, for example, from under the con- 
ception of supernaturalism — z conception which still permeates 
the philosophical outlook of the majority of the American 
people. From the standpoint of culture and education such a 
shift in general outlook carries consequences for human con- 
duct and belief far too important to be subsumed under the 
category of method. A new world-view may be the necessary 
correlative of this empirical method, but desirable intellectual 
and moral reconstruction in the lives of individuals can be at- 
tained educationally only if the outlook itself be given inde- 
pendent consideration. 

Apparently Dr. Dewey has recognized all along that his 
emphasis on experimental method has carried important impli- 
cations for a life-outlook. His recent writings have been very 
definite and explicit on this point as the following statement 
from an article intended for popular consumption indicates; 

Mankind has hardly inquired what would happen if the possibility of 
experience were seriously explored and exploited. Religions have been 

* Ibid., 383 . 
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saturated with the supernatural — ^and the supernatural signifies precaely 
that which lies beyond experience.' Moral codes have been allied to the 
religious supematuralism and have sought their foundation and sanction 
in it. Contrast with such ideas, deeply imbedded in all Western culture, 
gives the philosophy of faith in experience a definite and profound 
meaning.* 

As the above quotation makes quite definite, this emphasis on 
empirical method involves the acceptance of certain views as 
opposed to others which are still “deeply imbedded in all West- 
ern culture.” To use the method of experience as Dr. Dewey 
himself uses it, is to make a naturalistic theory of existence the 
common presupposition of one’s philosophical outlook and edu- 
cational practice. In his philosophy the naturalistic outlook is 
as fundamental as the empirical method. Indeed, so intimate 
is the connection between the two, that the full import of his 
philosophy of education can be discerned only as we grasp that 
it is grounded in a naturalistic interpretation of human beings 
and their experiences. We turn now to the examination of some 
of the definite consequences for education involved in the ex- 
perimental naturalism of Dr. Dewey. 

II. Mind and Education 

Experimental naturalism signifies, in the first place, the un- 
qualified acceptance of the principle of organic evolution. Or- 
ganic evolution implies, for Dr. Dewey, that man’s rational 
and moral attributes have had a natural genesis just as literally 
as have the structures of his body. He rejects, therefore, the 
dualistic presupposition of classical philosophy and theology 
“that experience centers in, or gathers about, or proceeds from 
a center or subject which is outside the course of natural exist- 
ence, and set over against it.”' The postulate of the continuity 
of the human, the organic, and the physical, is foundational in 
his approach to the problem of 'logic, psychology, politics, art, 
ethics and education. Indeed, it seems to him to be the neces- 
sary starting-point for the fruitful study of any aspect of hu- 
man experience. 

* Living Philosof/iies, 22-23, Credo,” by John Dewey. 

" Creative Intelligence, 30. 
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If biological developments be accepted, the human subject of experi- 
ence is at least an animal, continuous with other organic forms in a 
process of more complex organization. An animal in turn is at least con- 
tinuous with chemico-physical processes which, in living things, are so 
organized as really to constitute the activities of life with all their de- 
fining traits. And experience is not identical with brain action ; it is the 
entire organic agent-patient in all its interaction with the environment, 
natural and social.* 

What are the educational consequences of this naturalistic 
interpretation of human personality? This view of man’s intel- 
lectual and moral nature certainly does not imply, as so many 
assume, that the education of human beings is to be reduced to 
a process of animal training.’ No conception of education is 
farther from the thought of Dr. Dewey. Throughout his life 
he has protested against the notion that children should be sub- 
jected to a program of authoritarian, routine habituation. His 
educational aim has been the development and liberation of 
individual intelligence, not animal training in the form of mere 
mechanical conditioning of reflexes. 

Neither does the rejection of this historic mind-body dual- 
ism involve approval of the notion that human interests are 
limited to those which make for creature comfort or for prac- 
tical utility to the exclusion of those values which are often 
called cultural.® Man, a part of the natural world, cannot live 
without food, clothing, and shelter, but for a generation Dr. 
Dewey has pioneered in the demand that these means by which 
we make a living be transformed into ways of making a life 
that is worth the living. 

Human traits, capacities, and interests, in the opinion of Dr. 
Dewey, are not less real or efficacious, because they have de- 
veloped by a natural evolutionary process. Man is no less ra- 
tional because his capacities for reflection have developed from 
organic acivities which are not consciously purposeful. What- 
ever creative abilities man has exhibited in his art, in his science, 
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in his technology, and in his social relationships, these are the 
traits which define the distinctively human, and they are not 
to be eliminated by any theory about man’s origin and psy- 
chological make-up. Dr. Dewey has consistently emphasized 
that conscious human association made possible by language- 
communication has added a new dimension to the natural order. 

The naturalistic humanism of Dr. Dewey is no more com- 
patible with the gross materialism which assimilates the hu- 
man to the organic, and the organic to the physical, than it is 
with that species of mentalism, or spiritualistic monism, which 
goes to the opposite extreme and turns mind, an emergent func- 
tion, into the ultimate ground and stuff of all existences. For 
Dr. Dewey evolution denotes emergence. Emergent events are 
not to be explained away by some metaphysical dogma; they 
are to be taken for whatever they are found to be. He says: 

The term “naturalistic” has many meanings. As it is here employed 
it means, on the one side, that there is no breach of continuity between 
operations of inquiry and biological operations and physical operations. 
“Continuity,” on the other side, means that rational operations grow out 
of organic activities, without being identical with that from which they 
emerge.* 

Thus, in the philosophy of Dr. Dewey, to regard human be- 
ings as part of the natural evolutionary series does not strip 
them of their uniquely human traits. But this naturalistic prin- 
ciple of continuity, nevertheless, does carry important impli- 
cations for both philosophy and education. It has profoundly 
conditioned, for example, Dr. Dewey’s view of mind. 

Mind is real; but its reality does not denote the presence of 
a transcendental reason or cosmic consciousness in the human 
form, which, in some mysterious manner, regulates the inter- 
actions of the organism with the environment thereby confer- 
ring rationality upon them. Neither is mind viewed as a com- 
plex of inherited faculties which unfolds when stimulated and 
trained by the so-called disciplinary subjects such as rhetoric, 
grammar, logic, and mathematics. In contrast to these dualistic 
notions Dr. Dewey regards mind as a quality of behavior — a 


* Logic } The Theory of Inquiry^ 18*19. 
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function. The organism “is part and parcel of the course of 
events.” 

It becomes a mind in virtue of a distinctive way of partaking in the 
course of events. The significant distinction h no longer between the 
knower and the world ; it is between different ways of being in and of 
the movement of things; between a brute physical way and a purposive, 
btelligent way.“ 

In sum, mind appears in the conduct of the individual when 
outcomes are anticipated and thus become controlling factors 
in the present ordering of events and activities. To have mind, 
we must have knowledge which is grasp of the behavior of 
actual events. Meanings relate to behaviors. We may be said 
to have the meaning of events when we know what can be done 
with them, and how to behave with reference to them. This 
involves understanding of the conditions on which their oc- 
currence depends, and also of the consequences to which they 
lead. Meaning, therefore, signifies that knowledge of operations, 
or of the behavior of events, which makes significant prediction 
and control possible. 

This behavior which is mind, and which denotes freedom 
through control, is, to be sure, conditioned by the organic struc- 
tures of the human form, but it is by no means the exclusive 
property of these inherited structures. In other words, mind 
is not an endowment given at birth. The child acquires mind — 
a rational nature — as he masters the meanings of affairs in his 
environment. These meanings are not primarily his own original 
creations. They have been developed by the long and painful 
experience of the race; they are funded in the habits, customs, 
traditions, tools, methods, techniques and institutions of his so- 
ciety. The child makes them his own through a learning process. 
It is through learning by participation in the ways of his com- 
munity that he achieves mind — ^becomes a person.*^ 

Important consequences for the practice of education follow 
from this view of mind. Reflection is linked with behavior. It 
is viewed as an indirect mode of response to the en^nronment. 
The act of reflection begins in a situation of difficulty; it de- 

^Creative Intelligence ^ 59. 

” Sec Dewey: The Public and Its Problems, 154. 
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velops through observation, the gathering of data, the making 
of inferences, the tracing out of the implications of suggested 
meanings or ideas until such time as the nature of the prob- 
lem is defined, and a promising plan for dealing with it has 
been projected in imagination} it ultimately leads to an action 
which puts the plan to the actual test.'^* 

Deliberate education — including the work of the school — 
should therefore so arrange its program that it provides oppor- 
tunity for the young to engage in activities which call for the 
exercise of this complete act of reflective thought. “The impor- 
tant thing is that thinking,” according to Dr. Dewey, “is the 
method of an educative experience. The essentials of method 
are therefore identical with the essentials of reflection.’”* 

Information as recorded in books is an indispensable resource 
for educative experiences of this kind. Dr. Dewey has vigor- 
ously condemned the notion that the child should deal with 
things, and not with words. He believes that it is a mistaken 
theory which opposes learning through activity to learning 
through language. Thinking, to be sure, is not identical with 
the manipulation of symbols, but it does Involve the use of 
conceptions, terms, and principles of interpretation, the mastery 
of which is dependent upon the mastery of language. All of this 
Dr. Dewey has recognized and emphasized. 

But he also contends that thinking in its pregnant form is 
experiencing, and experiencing in turn includes much more than 
the use of written and oral symbols. In its primary form ex- 
periencing denotes an active process of doing and undergoing, 
of acting on things in the environment and suffering or enjoy- 
ing their reactions to our acts. We learn to think as we connect 
what we do with the consequences that follow from our doing. 
Ideas are valid or invalid to the extent that they define activi- 
ties, which, as means, are appropriate to the ends the individual 
desires. The first principle of rationality is to learn “to think 
in terms of action and in terms of those acts whose consequences 
will expand, revise, test, your ideas and theories.”’* 

“Dewey; How We Think ^ Revised Edition, Chapter 7. 

Democracy and Education^ 192. 

“Dewey: The Educational Frontier (W. H. Kilpatrick, editor), 305. 
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This kind of thinking cannot go on exclusively within the 
head of the child. It requires an environment in which what- 
ever is projected in idea can be tested in deed. Nor is thinking 
a function of books alone. It is also an affair of the natural and 
social world. Holding this conception of the nature of thinking, 
and of the process by which mind develops, Dr. Dewey has 
sought two changes in the traditional school. He has desired 
that passive rote learning be supplanted by a form of active 
community life within the school. And, secondly, he has wanted 
the school to be in vital interaction with the surrounding natural 
and social environment. 

An activity program is thus the legitimate off-spring of Dr. 
Dewey’s naturalistic theory of mind. But it is an activity pro- 
gram which encourages that consecutive and cumulative order- 
ing of experience which leads to the progressive enrichment of 
meaning and to added power of control over self and environ- 
ment. Hence educational activity must not be confused mth 
mere muscular movement, or busy work, much less with the 
indulgence of the momentary impulses and whims of children. 
Problems also are not to be construed narrowly. They are 
as wide as the range of human interests — assthetic, and intel- 
lectual, as well as utilitarian. 

Years ago Dr. Dewey offered the following criteria by which 
to judge the educational value of an activity: 

We may say that the kind of experience to which the work of the 
schools should contribute is one marked by executive competency in the 
management of resources and obstacles encountered (efficiency) ; by 
sociability, or interest in the direct companionship of others; by aesthetic 
taste or capacity to appreciate artistic excellence in at least some of its 
classic forms; by trained intellectual method, of interest in some mode of 
scientific achievement; and by sensitiveness to the rights and claims of 
others — conscientiousness.’® 

Experimental schools would have been saved much waste, 
and much recent severe criticism, had they given greater heed 
to these criteria for the evaluation of the educational worth of 
an activity program. 

” Democracy and Education, 285-186. 
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III. Nature and Education 

Experimental naturalism calls not only for a reconstructed 
view of mind, it also calls for a reconstructed view of the nature 
of the world in which man lives, moves, and has his being. Dr. 
Dewey’s empirical mode of thought demands that both phi- 
losophy and education take as their ultimate point of departure 
the world of ordinary experience. 

This world as disclosed in common experience is qualitatively 
diversified. Indeed it is probable, according to Dr. Dewey, that 
“there would be no such thing as ‘consciousness’ if events did 
not have a phase of brute and unconditioned ‘isness,’ of being 
just what they irreducibly are.”’* In ordinary experience, 
“things are poignant, tragic, beautiful, humorous, settled, dis- 
turbed, comfortable, amazing, barren, harsh, consoling, splen- 
did, fearful j are such immediately and in their own right and 
behalf.”” “To the empirical thinker, immediate enjoyment and 
suffering are the conclusive exhibition and evidence that nature 
has its finalities as well as its relationships.”” Indeed, “only if 
elements are more than just elements in a whole, only if they 
have something qualitatively of their own can a relational sys- 
tem be prevented from complete collapse.’”* 

Fidelity to the method of experience requires that we take 
this world of uniquely diversified and interacting events at full 
face value. If we hold to the data of ordinary experience, and 
if we are disciplined enough not to make our preferences the 
measure of reality. Dr. Dewey believes we shall conclude: that 
our world is not one, but many; that it is a dynamic, changing 
world, not static and finished; that in this plural world from 
which individuality is not to be eliminated, the course of events 
is contingent, not predetermined by antecedent forces, either 
material or spiritual; that, although existence is characterized 
by recurring sequences and rnany relatively constant correla- 
tions between events, nature as' a whole is “an affair of affairs” 
with no once and for all beginning of everything, and without 

'* ExperiMce and Vatvre, 86. 

}bid,y 96 . 

“Ibid., 86. 

“ibU., 87. 
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any final, all-embracing end toward which it trends j and, 
finally, that, although our world is such as to permit the emer- 
gence and continued existence of living forms, including human 
beings with all their distinctive intellectual and moral traits, 
“nature has no preference for good things over bad things, its 
mills turn out any kind of grist indifferently.”*® 

This naturalistic view of a wide-open universe in which con- 
flict and uncertainty are ultimate traits has its significant impli- 
cations for human conduct and consequently for our view of the 
method, the content, and the aims of education. We shall first 
examine its implications for method. 

Life is a process of experimental adjustment in a precarious 
world where man is confronted with a novel development of 
conditions. “The conjunction of problematic and determinate 
characters in nature renders every existence, as well as every 
idea and human act, an experiment in fact, even though not 
in design.”** Since living is intrinsically a process of selective 
adjustment. Dr. Dewey believes that these adjustments should 
be made consciously. Impulsive behavior, blind trial and error, 
slavish reliance on custom and routine habit will not suffice in a 
world in which change and novelty are real. Hence the con- 
tinuous exercise of intelligence is a necessity, not a luxury, for 
all who would live well in a precarious universe. 

Thus an identical implication for education is inherent, on 
the one hand, in Dr. Dewey’s naturalistic theory of existence, 
and, on the other, in his conception of the nature of mind and 
the processes by which mind develops in individuals. These two 
conceptions combine to underline the supremacy of method 
both in life and in education. 

. . . Problems are solved only where they arise — ^namely in action, in 
the adjustments of behavior. But, for good or for evil, they can be solved 
only with method; and ultimately method is intelligence, and intelli- 
gence is method.®* 

Dr. Dewey believes that the method of experimental intelli- 
gence is man’s ultimate resource for making, adjustments in a 

“ibid., 111 . 

"Ibid., 70 . 

” Influence of Darwin on Philosof/iy, 44 
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precarious world. In his studies in logic he has sought to identify 
the underlying pattern which he believes inherent in all experi- 
mental inquiry. He holds that inquiry — the conscious efFort to 
resolve a problematical situation— defines the function and the 
structure of the act of reflection. The correlative aim for his 
work in education has been to construct a method for the school 
which would correspond to this logical pattern of experimental 
inquiry. 

It should therefore be clear from the foregoing that Dr. 
Dewey’s controversy with the rationalists in education does not 
stem from the fact that their regard for human thought is higher 
than his. The controversy really has to do with the nature of 
intelligence, its subject-matter, and the kind of educational 
experiences which are required if individuals are to grow in 
intellectual power. 

In the naturalistic world outlook of Dr. Dewey, meanings, 
as we have seen, are of the world of ordinary experienced 
events} they do not constitute a realm apart. Principles and 
universals grow out of the subject-matters of the everyday 
world and are of the nature of means for ordering empirical 
affairs } they are not a priori, and they cannot be learned effec- 
tually apart from their use in social and natural contexts. Mean- 
ing, Dr. Dewey declares, “is primarily a property of behavior, 
and secondarily a property of objects,” it “is not indeed a psy- 
chic existence.”*’ 

Nor is reasoning a self-contained autonomous process. It be- 
gins in a tensional situation, and its validity is tested by the perti- 
nency of the plans it develops for the resolution of the conditions 
that create the tension, or problem. 

Reasoning, as such, can provide means for effecting the change of 
conditions but by itself cannot effect it. Only execution of existential 
operations directed by an idea in which ratiocination terminates can 
bring about the reordering of environing conditions required to produce 
a settled and unified situation.*'* 

The rationalists therefore cannot validate their educational 
views as opposed to those of Dr. Dewey merely by praising the 

^ Experience and Nature^ 179 . 

^ Logic; The Theory of Inquiry y 118 . 
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intellectual virtues. If they want educators to take their theories 
seriously, they will have to show that their view of the nature of 
intelligence, of the actual world in which it operates, and of the 
means by which the young develop intelligence is superior to 
that outlined by Dr. Dewey. His respect for intelligence is so 
high that he has not been content merely to eulogize it} he has 
gone on to analyze its nature and to show the relations it sus- 
tains to other forms of experience. It is on the basis of these 
analyses that he has developed his theory of education. There- 
fore it is not surprising that the leaders of the schools have been 
influenced by his creative studies. 

Dr. Dewey’s naturalistic outlook has implications, in the sec- 
ond place, for what is to be considered worthy of a place in the 
curriculum. A world in which existence is precarious places a 
premium on control. From the naturalistic standpoint, man has 
gained this control as he has learned to abandon appeals to 
supernatural and magical powers, and has directed his atten- 
tion instead to the construction of tools and techniques for the 
reshaping of natural materials and conditions. With the in- 
crease of his tools his personal powers have expanded, his ways 
of making a living have become more diversified, his needs 
and interests have multiplied, and his life in general has grown 
in significance. Man has prized his tools, not only for their 
utility, but also for the new dimensions they have added to his 
experience. He has regarded them as extensions of his own per- 
sonality and he has striven to perfect and beautify them. Thus 
art, technique, and interest in the practical have been “dynami- 
cally continuous” in the course of civilization. 

Scientific interests have also grown out of this invention and 
use of tools. For a tool “denotes a perception and acknowledge- 
ment of setjuential bonds in nature.”*® Dr. Dewey believes that 
it is from the habits of observation and the experimental manip- 
ulation of materials which are involved in the making and use 
of tools, that science has developed both as technological in- 
vention, and as controlled method for the achievement of 
knowledge. The naturalistic notion of cause 'and eflFect is im- 
plicit in every invention and use of a tool. “That the sciences 
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were born of the arts, the physical sciences of the crafts and tech- 
nologies of healing, navigation, war and the working of wood, 
metals, leather, flax and wool} the mental sciences from the art 
of political management, is, I suppose, an admitted fact.”" 

These considerations carry important educational conse- 
quences for Dr. Dewey. He has been impatient with any view 
of the curriculum which sought to omit the technological and 
occupational phases of human experience. According to his view, 
the intellectual and the practical, the cultural and the voca- 
tional, the consummatory and the instrumental — ^the means of 
grace and the means of control — ^are so organically related in 
any satisfactory community life that nothing but harm can come 
from tearing them apart in the school. In one of his earliest 
books. School and Society y he urges that both the practical and 
the fine arts be given a fundamental place in the curriculum. 
He has often suggested that the occupations of a well-ordered 
society might provide the framework for the school curriculum. 

AH people at the outset, and the majority of people probably all their 
lives, attain to some ordering of thought through ordering of action. 
Adults normally carry on some occupation, profession, pursuit; and this 
furnishes the stabilizing axis about which their knowledge, their beliefs, 
and their habits of reaching and testing conclusions are organized.*’ 

The liberal and the vocational are thus not opposed in Dr. 
Dewey’s educational thought. He has, however, consistently 
opposed any program of vocational education which empha- 
sized the achievement of mechanical skill to the neglect of 
genuine intellectual and cultural interests. 

Finally, experimental naturalism has implications for the way 
in which the ultimate aims of education are to be conceived and 
derivecL Dr. Dewey even asserts “that the final issue of empiri- 
cal m«S.hod is whether the guide and standard of beliefs and 
conduct lies within or without the shareable situations of life.”" 
His conception of the significance of education has been pro- 
foundly conditioned by the conviction that the ends and stand- 
ards of life should be generated cooperatively from within the 
process of experience. 

'*lbU., liS. 

” Hovj We Think, Revised Edition, 49. 

Exferience and Nature, j8. 
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Experience, as already indicated, is viewed by Dr. Dewey as 
primarily a process of interaction between a living creature and 
its environment. The environment is the sole source of the 
energies and the means essential to the life and growth of the 
organism. But the surrounding conditions and energies are 
many and various: some signify food, health and growth for 
the living formj others threaten disease, injury and possible 
extinction. Hence the eflFort to maintain relations with environ- 
ing affairs which sustain its functions is primary in the behavior 
of every living thing. Such selective adjustments as result in 
the attainment of these life-giving relations define what is 
meant by satisfaction, and human satisfaction is the basis for 
whatever is to be counted good. 

With human beings this struggle is carried on by groups, 
and becomes consciously purposeful. Adjustment is no longer 
a one-way process; through cooperative effort the environment 
itself is deliberately re-constituted so as to provide more ample 
and secure means for the maintenance of the interests of the 
group. By this cumulative process human activities have become 
informed with meaning, but by meanings evolved from within 
the activities of the group, not from sources external to them. 

Dr. Dewey believes that this logic of experimental behavior 
developed to deal with problems of practical adjustment is also 
competent to deal with problems of value. The ultimate source 
of values, he holds, lies within the concrete experiences of de- 
sire and satisfaction. But he also recognizes that ‘fit is a matter 
of frequent experience that likings and enjoyments are of all 
kinds, and that many are such as reflective judgments con- 
demn.”” 

Hence not all experiences of immediate satisfaction can be 
considered values — ^“using that word to designate whatever is 
taken to have rightful authority in the direction of conduct.”*® 
By what process can we distinguish which of those things that 
are immediately liked are also real objects of value? Dr. Dewey 
answers, by the process of judgment: “to call an object a value 
is to assert that it satisfies or fulfills certain conditions. ”*‘ But 

“ The Quest for Certainty, 263 . 

^ Ibid,, 256 . 

" Ibid,, 260, 
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how can we tell whether a desired activity or object is of the 
conditions which make for growth? By the study of its conse- 
quences in group and personal experience, not by the process 
of mystical intuition, nor by reliance on absolute standards al- 
leged to be derived from some source beyond experience. An 
activity or a thing is to be judged a good — a value — ^if it makes 
for further all-round growth. By their fruits in everyday ex- 
perience — personal and social — they are to be known and evalu- 
ated and by no other means. Dr. Dewey proposes the following 
tests: 

Does this form of growth create conditions for further growth or does 
it set up conditions that shut off the person who has grown in this par- 
ticular direction from the occasions, stimuli and opportunities for con- 
tinuing growth in new directions? What is the effect of growth in a 
special direction upon the attitudes and habits which alone open up ave- 
nues for development in other lines?** 

Thus life creates its own sanctions for conduct as it learns 
to judge consequences. That which makes for continued growth 
of flesh and blood human beings in their social relations is the 
end — ^the end for life and the end for education. 

Our net conclusion is that life is development, and that developing, 
growing, is life. Translated into its educational equivalents, this means 
l) that the educational process has no end beyond itself; it is its own 
end; and that 2 ) the educational process is one of continued reorganiz- 
ing, reconstructing, transforming.®* 

Put to the test of actual educational experience this concep- 
tion of education as its own end has been found to posssess a 
certain ambiguity. We may recognize with Dr. Dewey that 
experience is the ultimate criterion of both truth and value, and 
that education is all one with the process of growth, and still 
maintain that it is costly to let the immature derive their find- 
ings about truth and value exclusively from their own trial and 
error experiences. Put in this extreme form, the principle sig- 
nifies the negation of adult guidance, and is thus contradictory 
to the very essence of deliberate education. Dr. Dewey himself, 

" Experience and Education^ 29 . 

^Democracy and Education^ 59 . 
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of course, has never supposed that desirable conditions for edu- 
cation of the young meant tbe absence of adult guidance. But, 
unfortunately, his conception of education as its own end has 
been used by some to support the notion that all guidance by 
adults is a form of “imposition” on the child, and is therefore 
contrary to the conception of education as a process of experienc- 
ing which generates its own standards and controls wholly from 
within itself. As Dr. Dewey has emphasized, it is one thing to 
say that the kingdom of meaning and value lies wholly within 
the realm of ordinary experience} it is another and quite dif- 
ferent thing to assume that truths and values unfold spontane- 
ously from within the unguided activities of children. 

IV. SoC.ETY AND EDUCATION 

Although Dr. Dewey’s philosophy of education is consist- 
ently naturalistic, it is most widely known for its emphasis on 
the social. Many consider Dr. Dewey’s social interpretation of 
education his most distinctive contribution to educational theory. 
This suggests that a thorough-going naturalistic point of view 
is wholly compatible with high regard for the distinctively hu- 
man, or social. Indeed, Dr. Dewey’s emphasis on the social is 
the correlative of his emphasis on the natural. His experimental 
naturalism requires, on the one hand, that he accept without 
reservation the principle of continuity between man and the 
rest of nature. It demands, on the other hand, that he also recog- 
nize “the extraordinary differences that mark off the activities 
and the achievements of human beings from those of other 
biological forms.”** These “extraordinary differences” can be 
explained naturalistically only as consideration is given to the 
new properties behavior acquires at the social level. The social, 
according to Dr. Dewey, provides the natural bridge from be- 
havior that is organic to behavior that is distinctively human. 
We can better appreciate the significance of his social theory of 
education when we view it as the natural out-growth of the 
empirical view of man and nature which has already been out- 
lined. 

• First, he holds that education should be considered social 


** Logic; The Theory of Inquiry, 43. 
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because meanings are properties of a kind of behavior which 
appears only in a society in which language has made deliberate 
communication possible. This process of communication trans- 
formed the natural environment into a cultural environment 
and in so doing “created the realm of meanings.”” Meanings, 
therefore, are not mysterious intrusions in the natural order of 
events} they are not impotent, or illusory} and they do not de- 
note an immutable, ideal structure, or grammar of existence 
subsisting apart from human discourse and those group activi- 
ties which have reconstituted the natural environment for pur- 
poses of human control, use, and enjoyment. Meanings, on the 
contrary, emerge from within those cooperative human activi- 
ties which culminate in consciousness of self and in significant 
communication. 

When we turn to the social, we find communication to be an existen- 
tial occurrence involved in all distinctively communal life, and we find 
that communication requires meaning and understanding as conditions 
of unity or agreement in conjoint behavior. We find, that is, meaning 
to be not an anomaly nor an accidentally supervening quality but a con- 
stituent ingredient of existential events.’® 

Now natural events acquire new properties when they are in- 
volved in the associated activities of human beings. When thus 
incorporated into purposeful human affairs, physical events 
function as signs of distant and future occurrences. They carry 
messages which can be read and utilized to guide human inter- 
actions with the environment. Natural occurrences are no longer 
merely physical things — they have become intellectual objects 
and carry implications by virtue of the roles they now play in 
human activity. 

When events have communicable meaning, they have marks, notations, 
and are capable of con-notation and de-notation. The)’ are more than 
mere occurrences; they have implications. Hence inference and reason- 
ing are possible; these operations are reading the message of things, which 
things utter because they are involved in human associations.’^ 

Since the realm of meanings and values is created and con- 

** Experience and Nature, 1 68. 

* Philosophy and CiviUzation, 87 . 

" Experience and Nature, 1 74. 
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served by the organized life of society, the materials of educa- 
tion — ^its content and purposes — are social in nature. 

Secondly, Dr. Dewey contends that education should be 
viewed as a social process, because it is by participation in the 
activities and meanings of society that the child learns the be- 
haviors which are characteristic of person-hood. The infant at 
birth is not a mind, nor would it achieve mind in any significant 
sense apart from its nurture by a cultural environment. “Every- 
thing which is distinctively human is learned, not native, even 
though it could not be learned without native structures which 
mark man off from other animals.”** Thus society with its 
meanings stored in books, tools, techniques, occupations, cus- 
toms, mores, and institutions, constitutes an objective realm of 
mind. It is this society with its established modes of action and 
thought which patterns the conduct of the child, and which, 
therefore, functions as the great educator. 

Every domesticated plant and animal, every tool, every utensil, every 
appliance, every manufactured article, every aesthetic decoration, every 
work of art means a transformation of conditions once hostile or indif- 
ferent to characteristic human activities into friendly and favoring con- 
ditions. Because the activities of children today are controlled by these 
selected and charged stimuli, children are able to traverse in a short 
lifetime what the race has needed slow tortured ages to attain.** 

A cultural environment contains “charged stimuli” not 
merely because it is an environment of persons, but also because 
it is no longer an environment of bare physical things. By par- 
ticipating in the activities of their group, children early learn 
to respond to things in terms of their connections with other 
e^'ents, in terms of their roles as human means, and in terms 
of their potential consequences for human life. Meanings thus 
become part of the very essence of things for the young and 
operate as directing factors in their experience. Because he grows 
up in a society “the occasions in which a human being responds 
to things as merely physical in purely physical ways are com- 
paratively rare.”*” The aim of education should be to help the 

“ The Public and Its Problems, 154. 

^ Democracy and Education^ 44.. 

" Logic; The Theory of Inquiry, 41. 
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child act as a member of his group, and to be aware of the mean- 
ings inherent in his action. 

Thirdly, education should be interpreted as a social process 
because the construction of the mms for education requires study 
of the child in connection with the conditions and institutions 
of his society. Taken in isolation from his society the individual 
is an abstraction. There is, to be sure, the important factor of 
organic individuality, and the human organism has its native 
needs and impulses. But these organic needs “are growing, not 
fixed j the needs for food, for protection, for reproduction, for 
example, are always the same in the abstract, but in the concrete 
they and the means of satisfying them change their content with 
every change in science, technology, and social institutions.”*' 

The same considerations also hold for the powers of the child. 
We cannot discern these powers merely by an inspection of the 
individual human organism, no matter how thorough and ob- 
jective that inspection may become. Powers, like functions, are 
relative to the culture as well as to the individual organism. 
So far as the inherited native equipment is concerned, it is al- 
most indefinitely plastic in a normal child, and can be patterned 
into a wide variety of possible adult selves. Which of these po- 
tential selves shall become actual depends not only upon the 
child’s organic equipment j it depends also upon what we see in 
our society in the form of activities, resources, limitations, pos- 
sibilities and values. 

Fourthly, Dr. Dewey believes that education should be inter- 
preted from the social s'mdpoint because each society insures 
its own continuance through the education of its young. No mat- 
ter how superior its ways of life may be, the new-born are not 
disposed by organic constitution to prefer them. “What nutri- 
tion and reproduction are to physiological life, education is to 
social life.”** By sharing its experience through a process of 
communication society transmits its ways to the young, and thus 
perpetuates itself. 

There is more than a verbal tie between the words common, community, 
and communication. Men live in a community in virtue of the things 
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which they have in common; and communication is the way in which 
they come to possess things in common. . . . The communication which 
insures participation in a common understanding is one which secures 
similar emotional and intellectual dispositions — ^like ways of responding 
to expectations and requirements.*' 

Much that the child learns is acquired incidentally in con- 
nection with his participation in the affairs of the community. 
In advanced cultures, however, the older members of the group 
provide special agencies such as the school for the deliberate 
induction of the young into their techniques, outlooks and 
values. In thus preparing its affairs for purposes of deliberate 
communication, a society is compelled to become more con- 
scious of the principles and ideals implicit in its established prac- 
tices. Thus education gives opportunity for re-examination and 
re-evaluation of a group’s modes of life and thought. Unfortu- 
nately, most societies are so concerned to weave the patterns of 
their existing culture into the habits and dispositions of the 
young, “original modifiability has not been given a fair chance 
to act as a trustee for a better human life.’’** 

Fifthly, education should be viewed as an affair of the on- 
going life of society, because it is in society that the young will 
work out their careers after they leave school. To understand 
their society it is unconditionally important that they should 
see it against the background of the past from which it has 
come. But that past is the past of the present; nothing but disas- 
ter can come when education seeks to make the ways of the past 
a rival or substitute for the ways of today. As a naturalist. Dr. 
Dewey would endorse, I think, the following trenchant criticism 
of any attempt to make the classics the core of the curriculum. 

The source of Greek intelligence and its products was not antiquity but 
nature. Those ancients drew from an inexhaustible source, one not 
located in the past or traditionally guarded, but one surrounding them 
and enfolding them with wonders daily new. The moment they forgot 
that source, they might still teach the wisdom of the fathers to the 
Romans; but they ceased to be productive. They could hold up examples 
to imitate, but they could produce no new models. Now, humanism in 
its educational program has interested itself in the past of man, in what 

^IbU., 5 . 

** Human Nature and Conduct, 97 . 
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he has accomjdished rather than in the immediate sources of his inspira- 
tion, It has sedulously cultivated the classic tendency. By that I mean 
that it has placed the foundations of human excellence in the past achieve- 
ments of certain men, and not in the experience of living persons. It 
has shut human life up in books, making these books authoritative and 
forgetting that the men who wrote them wrote, not out of contemjda- 
tion of the past, but out of the richness of their own experience. That is 
why humanism was bound to exhaust itself.*’ 

Dr. Dewey’s philosophy of experience has too much respect 
for the findings of experience to slight the struggles and achieve- 
ments of the pastj it also has too much respect for experience as 
a present on-going affair to want to make devotion to the past 
a mode of escape from the problems and the possibilities of the 
present. 

V. Democracy and Education 

The conception of education as a social process contributes 
an indispensable orientation for educational thought and prac- 
tice, but it remains abstract and formal until factors of time and 
place are taken into account. Human beings act for different and 
conflicting ends, and the consequences of these differences in 
social purpose are critically important in education. For ex- 
ample, totalitarian, authoritarian, liberal-democratic, and 
laissez-fairerindividualistic forms of group-life, all alike are 
social. Each of these types of human association, moreover, con- 
tains its distinctive patterns for the education of the young. 
Hence an expression of preference for some definite form of so- 
cial life is inherent in every educational program. Dr. Dewey 
has emphasized this point: “The conception of education as a 
social process and function has no definite meaning until we de- 
fine the kind of society we have in mind.”*® 

His own philosophy of education is grounded in the demo- 
cratic conception. Dr. Dew^y believes that his preference for 
the democratic way of life is' not arbitrary, and not merely due 
to the fact that he happens to be a member of a society which 
calls itself democratic, and which taught him in his early years 
“that democracy is the best of all social institutions.”*’ Democ- 

** Woodbridge: Nature and Mind^ 89-90. 

* Democracy and Education^ 1 1 a. 

Experience and Education^ 25. 
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racy, in his opinion, signifies the effort to conduct the affairs of 
society on an ethical basis. He is convinced that any society 
which is concerned to give its members the highest quality of 
experience, both materially and culturally, will be led to or- 
ganize its affairs along democratic lines. 

In this concluding section, some of the major meanings that 
Dr. Dewey finds in the democratic ideal will be examined from 
the standpoint of their implications for education. 

First, democracy, according to Dr. Dewey, is an attempt to 
embody in our social relationships the principle which regards 
each individual as possessing intrinsic worth or dignity. He 
has urged that this principle be interpreted to include children 
as well as adults; for the child, he contends, is a developing 
person, and not merely a potential ideal self. The implication 
for education is that the child’s present experience, uniqueness, 
and felt needs and interests are to play their part in the deter- 
mination of the educational program. To meet this requirement 
of the democratic ideal, the school must be equipped to deal 
with each child as an individual, and not merely as an item in 
some class or age-group. 

Secondly, the democratic conception implies a society in which 
individuals enjoy the status of ends, and institutions the status 
of means. Society has no good other than the good of its mem- 
bers. The concrete individual is the only center of experience, 
and hence the ultimate locus of all value. Dr. Dewey believes 
the growth of this actual individual is the supreme test of so- 
cial arrangements, and the final end of all educational activity. 

Democracy has many meanings, but if it has a moral meaning, it is 
found in resolving that the supreme test of all political institutions and 
industrial arrangements shall be the contribution they make to the all- 
round growth of every member of society.** 

The social corollary of this democratic ideal is that a society 
must be ever alert to provide that equality of opportunity which 
permits each individual to develop his own unique capacities, 
and to make his own career. Among other things, this implies 
genuine educational opportunity for all. Adherence to this 
democratic ideal has made Dr. Dewey a vigorous champion of 

^Reconstruction in PhilosofAy, 186. 
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public education. He has wanted every child, regardless of the 
race, or the religion, or the occupation of its parents, to have a 
chance to make the most of his possibilities. 

Thirdly, the democratic principle that each individual be 
treated as an end signifies that the individual must be so edu- 
cated that he shall be competent to judge of values. To be in- 
telligent about values the individual must have knowledge of 
life-conditions and institutions — scientific, technological, eco- 
nomic, political, domestic, “cultural” and religious. If he is to 
perceive the possibilities and the limitations of institutionalized 
arrangements, he needs knowledge of the past from which they 
have come, knowledge of the actual conditions under which 
they now operate, and of the future which they prefigure. Only 
as he learns to view his own experience and that of his fellows 
in the matrix of these technological and social conditions can 
he be intelligent about his interests, and competent to share in 
the construction of purposes for himself and his society. 

Fourthly, a democratic society which has respect for the indi- 
vidual will also prize individual differences and uniqueness. 
It will aim to provide maximum opportunity for individuals to 
initiate voluntary interest groups and associations. Since “di- 
versity of stimulation means novelty, and novelty means chal- 
lenge to thought,’”* a democratic society will seek to encourage 
a healthy diversity, restricting it only where necessary to secure 
that coordination which is required for the maintenance of the 
welfare of all. Thus a democratic society implies a plurality of 
groups and a distribution of power: it is not compatible with a 
totalitarian state in which all forms of association and power 
are concentrated in one political party. “Since a democratic 
society repudiates the principle of external authority, it must 
find a substitute in voluntary disposition and interest} these can 
be created only by education.”'* 

Fifthly, Dr. Dewey’s interest in democracy also emphasizes 
the importance of method in education. A society composed of 
many diverse interest groups, and one in which power is dis- 
tributed among all of its members, is a society in which con- 
flicts of interest and value are bound to arise. These conflicts 

^Democracy and Education^ 98. 

^ Ibid.y 101. 



EDUCATIONAL PHILOSOPHY OF DEWEY 443 

will appear not only between groups, but also within the same 
group whenever new possibilities compete with older routines. 
Democracy, therefore, has great need for a method for the 
resolution of conflict. It cannot make adjustments by external 
authority, or by the application of fixed standards, and remain 
a democratic society. It seeks to make its adjustments by in- 
quiry, discussion, conference, and the principle of majority rule. 
Dr. Dewey has sought to organize the school so as to give the 
young actual experience in this process of making adjustments 
by the method of conference and mutual give and take. 

Finally, Dr. Dewey holds that present conditions in Ameri- 
can society are such as to constitute a real threat to our demo- 
cratic heritage. Existing economic and legal arrangements have 
so concentrated wealth in the hands of a small class that equality 
of opportunity has been destroyed in the economic sphere. This 
privileged class also seeks to maintain its position by restricting 
that free expression of thought, and that experimental use of 
intelligence which are foundational in a democratic society. 

Dr. Dewey concludes that both democracy and education 
demand that the anarchy of the present competitive profit econ- 
omy be supplanted by a planning society in which production 
is democratically controlled for the good of all. 

An identity, an equation, exists between the urgent social need of the 
present and that of education. Society, in order to solve its own prob- 
lems and remedy its own ills, needs to employ science and technology 
for social instead of merely private ends. This need for a society in which 
experimental inquiry and planning for s(Kial ends are organically con- 
tained is also the need for a new education.'^ 

The supreme task of our generation is to bring about this 
social transformation. It is Dr. Dewey’s faith that this trans- 
formation can be achieved by cooperative, peaceful economic 
and political means, provided education can be kept free to 
carry on its functions of criticism and construction. 

John L. Childs 

Teachers College 
Columbia Universjtt 

"Dewey: The Educational Frontier (W. H. Kilpatrick, editor), 64. 
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DEWEY’S INFLUENCE ON EDUCATION 


N O one who is informed in the educational field can doubt 
for a moment the profound influence of John Dewey on 
both the theory and the practice of American education. And 
the more closely the matter is studied, the clearer appears the 
character of that influence. Nor is the effect confined to this 
country. Considering indirect as well as direct influences, one 
can safely assert that there are few countries in the world that 
show no effect of Dewey’s thought. Rarely, if ever, has one man 
seen in his lifetime such widespread and defined effects flow 
from his teachings. 

This chapter will contemplate, but of course not duplicate, 
the discussion of philosophy of education that appears in the 
preceding chapter. Here the effort is to trace the changes in the 
theory and practice of actual education brought about by the 
work of John Dewey. It goes without saying that it would be 
improper and unscientific to claim that Dewey has effected all 
the changes that now appear in line with his teachings. The 
same culture and historic influences that produced him had al- 
ready been for some time more or less definitely at work not 
only in America but as well throughout the Western world. In 
consequence he found a world already largely disposed to con- 
sider favorably what he had to say. In this way, he is part of 
a larger movement. It is not without significance that he was 
born in the very year that saw the publication of Darwin’s Ori- 
gin of Sfecies. His intellectual maturity came during the years 
when intelligent thought having accepted the evolutionary out- 
look was asking as to its second generation and deeper implica- 
tions. 

But if Dewey found a world in part congenial with his deep- 
est vision, it is no less true that he found much to combat. It 
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was then as now a world of many warring ideals. In education, 
which here concerns us, there was not only an old and discordant 
background to be evaluated and remade, but there were from 
the first, and have been during his whole career, many and di- 
verse voices clamoring against each other for acceptance. It is 
not in peace that Dewey has eaten his bread nor given forth 
his ideas. From first to last he has felt called upon to oppose 
certain positions and defend others. Let us begin our inquiry 
by asking as to the background situation when John Dewey 
began to consider the problem of education. Only as we under- 
stand this can we understand his reactions, partly to oppose and 
correct, partly to clarify and strengthen, partly, and most sig- 
nificantly, to suggest new outlooks. 

I. The Oldest Background 

The oldest defined strain in the American educational back- 
ground was that brought by the colonists from Europe, chiefly 
of course from Great Britain. As far as Dewey was concerned 
this had, to be sure, been already remade in some measure dur- 
ing the Revolutionary era and much more so in the days of 
Horace Mann and Henry Barnard when the public free school 
was given its fixed place in American life. This oldest strain 
as thus modified was, however, still going strong in the sev- 
enties and eighties, and in fact forms much of the background of 
popular attitude today. 

In origin this oldest strain was strongly Protestant, Puritan 
in New England, and mainly Scotch-Irish Presbyterian else- 
where. On the credit side of this we reckon a strong ethical out- 
look, the politico-religious doctrine of freedom of conscience, 
and a strong interest in universal education. On the debit side, 
as we now see it, we reckon the distrust of “human nature,” the 
strong belief in vindictive punishment, and the theory that 
knowledge and proper conduct come authoritatively from the 
outside, specifically to youth from elders, who in their turn get 
what they know and have, ultimately, by divine revelation or by 
the trained intuition of self-evident absolute truths. Along with 
this same authoritarian theological philosophy went also a scho- 
lastic faith in a faculty psychology and formal discipline, and a 
schoolmaster faith in regimentation, drill, and memorizing. 
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From another angle this American background included a 
further potent element, probably inherited ultimately from 
Alexandria, that schooling is properly the acquisition of subject- 
matter-set-out-to-be-leamed, study being the effort — mainly 
by drill and memorization — ^to acquire this set-out content, that 
learning is the successful acquisition of this subject matter, and 
that the proper and adequate test is whether the child can give 
back on demand precisely what had been originally so set out. 
It was on this theory of knowledge and learning, as Dewey 
well brings out in The EducaAonal Situation (1902), that the 
graded school was built and its institutionalization effected. And 
it is because of this particular ixistitutionalization, and its emo- 
tional acceptance in the popular mind, that the reformers have 
found it so difficult to introduce any real improvement into 
school procedures. The persistence of credit marks and of the 
promotion concept, for example, bear testimony to the strength 
of this subject matter theory in the educational tradition. When 
John Dewey first appeared on the scene, the old untrustworthi- 
ness of human nature with its harsh punishment and its dom- 
ineering schoolmaster tyranny was disappearing into the past. 
Horace Mann’s fight with the Boston schoolmasters over their 
65 whippings a day in “a representative school of four hundred 
children” had won out, at least in principle. But in many parts 
the old practice lingered on for yet many years. In 1866, in the 
very year, we may suppose, when the youthful John began 
school in Vermont, an institute worker of New York state thus 
expressed a prevalent schoolmaster opinion: 

The teacher’s authority as absolute, must be imperative, rather than 
deliberative or demonstrative. His requirements and decisions, in what- 
ever form presented, whether that of request, demand, or mandate, must 
be unargued. What he resolves upon and pronounces law, should be 
simply and steadily insisted upon as right fer se, and should be promptly 
and fully accepted by the pupil as right, on the one ground that the 
teacher, as such, is governor.’ 

The faculty psychology, referred to above, deserves perhaps 
a further word. According to this, man had various faculties, for 
example memory, reasoning, accuracy, discrimination, imagina- 

’ Frederick S. Jewell, School Gooommmt (New York, iSSe), 54. 
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tion, and the like. Such a faculty was an entity that had an exist- 
ence of its own. In some way, now obscure, the faculty of mem- 
ory, for example, did one’s remembering for him. Not he, but 
it remembered, or reasoned, or discriminated, or imagined, as 
the case might bej and each such faculty being a thing in its own 
right could be trained so that it thereafter did a better job of re- 
membering or reasoning or discriminating, wherever it might 
be applied, and this irrespective of the content on which it had 
been trained or “disciplined,” to use the older term. Such train- 
ing was “formal,” not “content,” discipline. 

Likely enough some who read these words will feel a certain 
impatience at being asked to recall this dead past. To this two 
answers may be returned, one that we must recall the actual 
situation in which Dewey began his professional career, and the 
other that varied treatments of certain of these old problems 
help to show Dewey’s answer and position in contrast with the 
others given. 

More specifically, these once prevalent psychological atti- 
tudes reinforced each other in a way to keep them all going 
longer than their separate merits would warrant. Any wrong- 
doing if so facto required punishment to vindicate the authority 
of law as well as uphold the personal authority of the master. 
The child’s depraved nature explained why he was not in- 
terested in his studies, which had been so ostentatiously arranged 
for his good. Also as this life was a preparation and discipline 
for the life to come, so was childhood a proper time of prepara- 
tion and discipline for his future adulthood. Particularly was 
the disciplining of the natural impulses important, because the 
child was by nature averse to good and inclined to evil. If a child 
did not like what was required of him, his very aversion was 
perhaps sign that it was good for him. In disciplining his facul- 
ties, it was not at all necessary that the content of study have 
any present meaning or bearing for the child in the child’s life. 
It was training that was sought, exercise of an already existent 
faculty. Once the faculty had been properly disciplined it could 
then be applied as needed to any required matter or content. 
That the training did not otherwise enter into the child’s life 
or thought was quite beside the mark. 
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So much for the older and harsher element in our educational 
background. The writer himself recalls hearing in his younger 
days the positive advocacy of all that he has here written. Not 
that all believed it, nor that all practice was based on it, but that 
it definitely formed the background and foundational thinking 
of the people generally and might at any time be called up in 
support of some otherwise indefensible practice.* 

But already two or three decades preceding John Dewey, 
Horace Mann, Henry Barnard and others had reached a new 
outlook of respect for childhood. Most of these better ideas were 
traceable directly or indirectly to Pestalozzi. A number of early 
mid-century studies of the Prussian schools had brought the best 
European thought to America and on this foundation the grad- 
ing of schools, a more humane treatment of children, and the 
specific preparation of teachers in normal schools had been 
begun. By the eighties and nineties these reform ideas had been 
accepted in theory and to a considerable degree in practice, and 
a new set of European ideas were being brought forward as a 
further reform. These lead us directly to John Dewey’s time. 

II. The Educational Foreground at Dewey’s Start 

John Dewey, of course, began and has remained primarily 
a student of philosophy. In this interest, the psychological and 
ethical aspects were for him particularly strong from the begin- 
ning. Just when or how the young professor was led to a study 
of education is unknown to this writer except that his initial 
appointment at Chicago was (at his instance) to the headship of 
the Department of Philosophy, Psychology, and Education and 
that education was early felt to be inherent in the newer phi- 
losophy that was coming into being in his mind. For example, an 
idea was not an idea in any full sense until it was enacted in the 
qrtnal situation to effect some purpose. On no other basis could 
its adequacy be tested and its deficiencies corrected. Moreover, 

* It i« perhaps pertinent, and at least interesting, that in the evening of the very 
day whose morning saw these words written, the writer heard a Balliol don de- 
fend “the classical curriculum” on exactly the lines sketched above, including 
qtecifically the foculty psychology and formal discipline. Theories, it is said, often 
live on— especially in sheltered places— long after their brains have been knodted 
out. 
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an idea could be initially conceived in any full sense only as the 
person concerned was himself involved in a situation which, on 
the one hand, called forth the idea and, on the other, called for 
the applicadcai of the idea so as to modify and control the situa- 
tion. 

This is to say, too briefly to be sure, that this philosophy 
properly required its own incarnation in order to be itself and 
to get itself adequately studied and criticized. And such an in- 
carnation within the ongoing life of any personality would ipso 
facto be an educative experience which would of necessity change 
that person. In this way philosophy and education early became 
for Dewey two complementary phases of one ongoing intellec- 
tual process, each phase exhibiting and correcting the other. 

While we lack any detailed contemporary account of how the 
philosophy-then-coming-into-being interacted with surrounding 
educational ideas, we have nevertheless a wealth of source ma- 
terial from which such a history could be written. How Dewey’s 
early Hegelianism entered into his educational thinking will 
later appear. Let us now consider some of the principal educa- 
tional movements of the eighties and nineties. For it was with 
these that John Dewey interacted in such a way as to redirect the 
current of American educational thought. 

Among the most prominent educational influences of the time 
was Colonel Francis W. Parker, first prominent at Quincy, 
Mass., and later at the Cook County Normal School. No one 
who ever knew him can forget his wholesome enthusiasm for 
childhood and his faith in humanity. Every ounce of his 225 
pounds exuded both enthusiasm and faith, and the effect was 
great. First at Quincy and later in Chicago he introduced life 
and spirit into the school, and freed teacher and pupil alike to live 
and experiment. If neither the Herbartians nor John Dewey had 
ever appeared on the scene, Parker himself would — save for one 
thing — ^have remade the schools of America. His schools antici- 
pated in many vital respects the best modern practice. This 
writer recalls to this day, forty-five years later, the inspiration 
he got from The Quincy Methods, an account by Miss Lelia E. 
Patrick* of what went on in the Quincy schools. 


‘New Yoric, itS5. 
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The one thing Colonel Parker lacked was theory^ any really 
systematic philosophy of education. Well has it been said that 
theory is in the end the most practical of all things. Parker knew, 
as few others, how both children and teachers feel and act, and 
he provided both opportunity and encouragement for highly 
educative experiences. But, in spite of all this, he could not tell 
in any intellectually convincing way why he thus thought. His 
insight lacked inherent connection with any inclusive and funda- 
mental outlook on life. That Dewey saw both the strengths of 
Parker’s practice and the lack of adequate theory needs hardly 
be argued. It is impossible to believe that one so sensitive as 
Dewey was not influenced by one so magnetic as Parker, and 
equally impossible to suppose that he was not stirred to supply 
the lack of adequate theory, especially as his own growing phi- 
losophy inherently reached out in the direction of Parker’s prac- 
tice. 

The kindergarten was a second line of influence in Dewey’s 
early days. Once he had got started upon the study of education 
he would of necessity consider the kindergarten, that school with- 
out books, a school in which the teacher was explicitly expected to 
live with the children. Froebel, particularly in his Education 
of Man, had given the world no mean anticipation of Dewey’s 
own school. There is, moreover, significance in the fact that 
Froebel founded his doctrine and practice on a conscious phi- 
losophy, the very thing Dewey was himself in process of doing. 
As we compare the two systems we see many similarities. Both 
stress child activity. Both find learning to be part and parcel of 
the process of actual living. Both subordinate books to life. That 
Dewey reacted to kindergarten we know from various references 
in his early writing. His rejection of Froebel ’s doctrine of de- 
velopment as the unfolding of latency is a case in point. In these 
and other respects it is easy to believe that Dewey found Froebel 
grist to his mill.* 

♦ Since the above was written Professor Dewey has told the writer of his in- 
debtedness to Miss Anna E. Bryan’s reformed kindergarten for suggestions that 
influenced the experience provided for young children dn his own Laboratory 
School. Miss Bryan had but recently come to Chicago from Louisville, Ky., where 
she had already stirred the creative imagination of Miss Patty S. Hill, who (as 
wc shall later sec) was powerfully to influence the education of the young child 
from two to eight. 
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W. T. Harris is another factor to be reckoned with. He pre- 
sents an interesting and related instance of educational philoso- 
phy. As a strong Hegelian Harris would appeal to Dewey at 
least in the beginning of the latter’s Hegelian period. But as 
Dewey moved away from Hegel, he moved specifically away 
from Harris’s brand of education. It was said above of Parker 
that he lacked any deep-rooted and inclusive theory and there- 
fore failed to spread in any vital degree his highly significant 
educational practice. Harris, too, in spite of great influence in 
his lifetime has failed to leave any especially lasting effects. 
Just why is not at once evident. He had at his disposal one of 
the outstanding philosophies of modern times and he built — so 
he thought — his education effectively thereon. As just said, he 
was in his own day one of the most outstanding leaders of 
American education, but where is he now? Who reads him or 
quotes him? His surviving influence is even less than Parker’s. 
One ventures two reasons in explanation; one that his Hegel- 
ianism meets small response in the American mind; the other 
is that Dewey came just in time to supplant him. How this is 
so, we shall in part see in immediate connection with the Her- 
bartians. 

What appeared for a while the most promisingly fruitful of 
the educational groups that Dewey faced was that of the Her- 
bartians, principally Charles De Garmo and Charles and Frank 
McMurry. These men began around 1890 to teach in America 
what they had learned, principally, at Jena. It concerns us here 
to present their doctrines only so far as John Dewey reacted to 
them. For this it perhaps will suffice to consider here only the 
doctrine of interest, leaving any others for further consideration. 

By 1895 there had arisen a considerable dispute over the 
Herbartian doctrine of interest. This doctrine was the easy and 
perhaps necessary corollary of the Herbartian psychology, es- 
sentially that ideas and mind (and character) were to be built 
by the child under teacher direction — ^in fact almost in the child 
by the teacher; and that any suitably organized aggregate of 
ideas (called by Herbart the apperceptive mass) assumed there- 
in a certain autonomy in the child’s experience, favoring there- 
after any ideas that fitted suitably with the apperceptive mass 
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and opposing those that did not. This favorable attitude of die 
apperceptive mass for suitably related ideas — ^but not otherwise 
related to ends or aims — formed the basis of the Herbartian 
interest; so that the fact of present interest becomes the neces- 
sary condition for successful learning, but as intimated it was 
interest unrelated to purpose. And upon this principle the five 
formal steps of Herbartian pedagogy were based. 

Such a conception of the educative process was clearly a 
schoolmaster’s affair, as Dewey pointed out. It was based on 
the theory of subject-matter-set-out-to-be-learned. And the doc- 
trine of interest became (especially in the hands of the less 
thoughtful) a process of sugar-coating so as to make the assigned 
learning more palatable. Against this. Dr. Harris and other 
stalwarts stoutly reacted. Sugar-coating, they said, meant hu- 
moring and spoiling the child so that serious e£Fort was never 
called into play, with the result that a weak character must be 
expected. These opponents, on their part, would refuse all such 
sugar-coating and instead would institute a healthy regime of 
“effort,” in which children were not asked what they wished 
but were told what they must do. To this the Herbartians (of 
the better sort) replied that interest was in fact the sole guar- 
antee of attention and learning, and that the enforced “effort” 
of the Harris group must build either a dull and docile character 
or a rebellious one, neither of which was desirable. 

III. Dewey’s Interest as Related to Will 

It was this dispute that called forth from John Dewey his 
Interest as Related, to Will* (rewritten in 1913 as Interest and 
Effort). If the writer of these lines can judge at this distance, 
this article was epochmaking. Certainly it proved to be to this 
writer. This is the first of Dewey’s distinctive contributions to 
education, and contains implicitly if not explicitly most of his 
significant doctrines. 

The essay starts, most fundamentally perhaps of all, with a 
biological psychology. The organism (in this case the child) is 
of necessity, if life is to go on, in interaction with his environ- 

*Xhis appeared first in the Second Suffletnent to the Herbert Year Book for 
eSffs (Bloomington, 111 ., 1S96), 209-255- 
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ment, and the whole discussion proceeds on this assumption. 
Life is exactly that sort of thing. We of today have become so 
familiar with this organismic conception, to use a recent phrase, 
that we can hardly conceive what a change it brought in the 
world’s way of thinking. Dewey did not originate this psycho- 
logic outlook. For conceiving it — so he has told this writer — 
he was much indebted to William James, who in turn (we must 
believe) had built it by development out of Darwin. Next after 
this biological psychology (of which more later) came Dewey’s 
explicit assumption that the child as a human is a self and not 
(as certain “behaviorists” would have us believe) simply the 
most intelligent animal. The fact of selfhood, while wholly 
natural, differentiates man from beast. This conception of self- 
hood Dewey got, no doubt, from his Hegelian studies. It forms 
for him the basis of human (as opposed to mere animal) intel- 
ligence and, specifically, of self-critical conduct. In the discus- 
sion immediately under consideration this selfhood is mani- 
fested in the ability to form conscious purposes out of other- 
wise animal impulses, and in the further ability to choose means 
in the light of foreseen consequences. When these things do 
happen, the self identifies itself — and this is no mere metaphor 
— primarily with the end in view, for only by so doing can 
the self be itself; and secondarily, derivedly, identifies itself 
with the means accepted as appropriate for attaining the end. 

With these things before us we are ready to understand 
Deweys’ solution to the alleged conflict between “interest” and 
“effort.” And at this point, we may anticipate, the educational 
road forks. This doctrine is the crux. Those who see and accept 
Dewey’s contention in this discussion become upholders of what 
is customarily called the “progressive” outlook. Those who do 
not, remain traditionalists. Except in ignorance, learned or 
otherwise, there seems no alternative. 

Awake and alert the child is always in action. He is always 
already intent on something. If the stirring to act be sufficiently 
great and the surrounding conditions sufficiently novel and dif- 
ficult, the child will “choose,” after more or less of considera- 
tion, some object or end which he accepts for the time at least 
as his purpose and aim. With this, as we saw above, he identi- 
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lies himself more or less fully. It is such a state of affairs that 
Dewey uses for defining both interest and effort. As Dewey 
sees it, we ascribe interest to this child so possessed of a purpose 
when we consider how he feels on the inside as he warms up 
to his desired end and as agent directs his attention to effecting 
his purpose. The word interest defines these aspects of such a 
situation. When we look again at the child, now rather from the 
“outside” as it were, we see movements in operation which not 
only tend, by actual observation, to bring the desired end but 
are, we believe, intended consciously so to serve and so intended 
as to withstand obstacles if such should arise. When we see and 
believe such things, we say the child is putting forth efforts to 
gain his end. Interest and effort are thus strict correlatives, not 
two opposed things but the same thing, the same on-going ac- 
tivity named now vdth one aspect in mind and now with the 
other. 

The essence of the old opposition between “interest” and 
“effort” lay, said Dewey, in a common fallacy. Both sides 
agreed on one common error: they thought that the self is the 
kind of thing that has to be moved from the outside; that left 
to itself, it would stand inert. One side of the controversy, 
therefore, concluded that we should go ahead, as it were, and 
coax the child along by offering him pleasure, by making thin^ 
interesting for him. The other side said no to this, that it 
would weaken the child. They would make him act, they 
would get behind him, as it were, and force him to put forth 
effort. Both sides are but partial and so are untrue to life and 
its lessons. The child is already active. He does not stand inert 
and unconcerned, waiting either to be interested or coerced. On 
the contrary, in his necessary interaction with the surrounding 
world he is stirred, at first organically, but later — after self- 
hood is established — ^by the conscious choice of what promises 
to answer to his want. From then on he is goal-seeking in the 
conscious sense and chooses, more or less critically, his means 
appropriate to his end. 

So many things crowd forward at this point that one must 
doubt what is wisest to pursue. Possibly the effects of coercion 
should follow. Interest, as Dewey points out, is the state of 
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afiFairs when the organism is unified within as it faces the outer 
world. Coercion is the exact negation of this. In interest one 
chooses his path as a good. In coercion he chooses what is to 
him the lesser of two evils. Some older person in control wishes 
a child to perform an act which the child, left to himself, 
would not do. Then the elder (if he believes in such) may 
present the child with a more disagreeable alternative: he must 
either learn the multiplication tables in school time or stay after 
school and learn them. Under such conditions, the child wisely 
deddes to meet the teacher’s demands. He is, however, not 
therefore directly interested in the tables, but only indirectly. 
His direct interest is in avoiding the “staying in” or the bad 
marks or the teacher’s displeasure or (in the old days) the 
certain whipping. He therefore conforms, but principally on 
the outside. Inside, he still finds the tables uninteresting and 
gives himself but partially to them. Thus follows what Dewey 
calls the danger of a “divided self.” If he works long enough 
under a regime of outward conformity but inward rejection, he 
will grow warped. Thus did Dewey anticipate what we now 
call “personality maladjustment.” 

IV. The Resulting School Procedure 

If we followed up all the implications of this discussion of 
interest and effort, a whole book would not suffice. Accepting 
this solution as one’s educational guide does not mean that 
there are thenceforth no problems. It does not even mean that 
there is henceforth no problem of interest and effort. Rather 
does it mean that the problem is shifted. We wish both interest 
and effort as truly as did the respective warring factions, but 
we no longer start with an assignment of set subject matter as 
an absolute and ask how to get it learned. We start with the 
child (wherever he may be, with his present stock of interests) 
and ask how we can help him start where he is and build him- 
self up into an ever more adequate personality. Beginning at 
this place and working under this doctrine of interest we have 
enough problems and difficult enough problems to keep us 
busy for the rest of time. But we at least work with different 
orientation. 
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Specifically, we bring at once into play two other of Dewey’s 
significant doctrines, the doctrine of democracy, and the theory 
of knowledge. To begin with the child and help him to build 
himself into an ever more adequate personality, respecting him- 
self and considering others — ^this is democracy, especially as 
Dewey has helped to define it. To say that this is to spoil the 
child in that it proposes to “follow the interest of the mo- 
ment” is, to use kindly words, a surprising misconception. Noth- 
ing could be farther from the truth. But this outlook does start 
with the child and his present interests and it does subordinate 
subject matter and its learned acquisition to the life and de- 
velopment of the child. 

How the child will acquire subject matter, more of it and 
build it better into the warp and woof of his being than is pos- 
sible in the old way, follows at once from Dewey’s biological 
psychology (or the doctrine of interest) and his theory of 
knowledge. On the old theory, knowledge was somehow in 
existence before man appeared on the scene. It was out there 
perfect, absolute, and therefore authoritative j and man’s busi- 
ness was to take it into his already waiting mind. On Dewey’s 
theory knowledge results from man’s efiFort to deal with the 
actual world of affairs. As man seeks to meet his wants, his 
past experience in the shape of accumulated habits and ideas 
will come forward to help him analyze the situation at hand 
and suggest promising ways of dealing with it. One who comes 
to think closely enough may formulate the criticized results 
of experience into usable form : Under such and such conditions, 
do thus and so. If one thought still more closely, he might say 
(with the scientist): When such and such conditions are pres- 
ent, such and such results may be expected to follow. When 
such formulations are used under varying conditions and still 
hold true, one naturally gains more confidence in them. As 
men came to learn, in what we call scientific method, to experi- 
ment more carefully and crucially, they could have not only 
more confidence but could more surely state the limits within 
which confidence seems justified. These scientifically drawn 
conclusions give man’s most dependable knowledge, but they 
differ only in degree from man’s early common sense conclu- 
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sions drawn from practical experience. In other words, for 
Dewey, knowing is in degree, but it has always been present — ^in 
degree — since man achieved enough selfhood to criticize in com- 
mon sense ways what he did and thought. 

Now this is exactly the process by which the child learns. 
As he lives and tries to meet his wants, he learns from experi- 
ence certain things to do, certain others not to do. The school 
exists to help him live this same life only better. On the one 
hand, the good school will, beginning where the child now is, 
so stir him through its shared life that he will conceive finer 
and better things to do. The school will then help him pursue 
the new vision in such way that he comes out of the experience 
further along, better developed — if possible — ^throughout his 
whole self. Nor does this overlook the stored up results of 
race experience, what Dewey once called “the funded capital 
of civilization.” As the child lives amid his fellows in the school 
he finds, under the guidance of other pupils, teacher, and li- 
brarian, resources that help him do better what he is already 
concerned to do. Calling thus upon these resources he builds 
them into his mind, or better into his very being — mind, soul, 
and body — so that they become now his own, part and parcel 
of his very being, his because they meet his felt needs, his be- 
cause he now holds them ready for use. 

V. The Dewey School 

As we look back we see three principal ways in which John 
Dewey gave his ideas to the world, through his university lec- 
tures, through his books and other writings, and through his 
school opened at the University of Chicago in 1896. It is not 
necessary to attempt the impossible of weighing these against 
each other. But the Laboratory School, as it came to be called, 
gave in its day a powerful impetus to attendance upon the lec- 
tures and even more to the study of the books. The bold daring 
of a school that could reject completely the ordinary course- 
of-study curriculum was bound to attract attention, especially 
because of its connection with so great an institution as the 
University of Chicago. Many a youthful spirit was stirred by 
the account of the school to new hopes and new vision. It is 



DEWEY’S INFLUENCE ON EDUCATION 461 

of course true that not all who saw it or heard about it were 
so stirred. Some there were who went to see and returned to 
scoff. One such rejecter, known to this writer, was so strategi- 
cally placed in American education that his subsequent preju- 
dice did damage (as the writer sees it) which even yet is posi- 
tively active. .But discussion is, in the long run, the hope of 
intelligent action, and this the school achieved as could no 
mere word of tongue or pen. Actual doing has stimulating ef- 
fects beyond mere proposals. Unfortunately the school did not 
last, its life was snuffed out in tragedy. But the vision remained, 
until what was at first startling is by now — at least so far as 
concerns kindergarten and primary grades — an achieved actu- 
ality. The lower school of today that does not approximate the 
spirit of creative activity and free inquiry there upheld has to 
defend itself against a hostile profession. And the movement 
continually spreads upward. 

Among the many things that might be said about this Labo- 
ratory School, two must here suffice. First, and in general, it 
was a school founded on experimental study, study by pupils, 
study by teachers. The pupils studied in the way already 
sketched in Interest as Related to Willy studied the pursuit of 
self-directed interests, interests that grew as they were pursued. 
These growing interests were pursued wherever they intelli- 
gently might lead, across conventional subject matter lines, 
across the threshold of the school house door. For these inter- 
ests were life itself, and life knows no bounds of subject divi- 
sions or of buildings. Always does life reach out and across 
any lines that may in advance be drawn. In such ways did the 
pupils study, learning ever better how to direct their inquiries 
more penetratingly, more fruitfully. And the teachers studied, 
first we may say because they were pioneering, and pioneering 
in any true sense always requires creative thinking. Second, the 
teachers studied for the same reason that the pupils studied, 
because life when really lived calls inherently for study. Nov- 
elty continually emerges, the event is always precarious, of 
necessity we live experimentally. And third, if it be not tautol- 
ogy, this school was being run on a philosophy of experimental- 
ism. Teachers, then as now, must be always learning ever 



WILLIAM H. KILPATRICK 


462 

better how to run such a school. There is no end to the experi- 
menting, and so no end to the learning. Never can insight quite 
catch up with life’s ever emerging problems. Life is like that. 
Study must go on forever. The Dewey school was alive with 
study. 

Second, the Dewey Laboratory School differed from the 
conventional school in its use of subject matter. The old school 
as it thought of subject matter disregarded any present life of 
the learner save as this could be used in preparation for the 
future. It accordingly looked ahead primarily to adult life, 
asked what the adult needed to know and do, arranged what 
was thus needed into logically organized subjects as spelling, 
reading, writing, arithmetic, history, and the like, and pro- 
ceeded to teach these by assigning daily quotas for learning. In 
it all the sole activity expected of the child was that of receiv- 
ing, acquiring, chiefly by drill and memorizing. That he should 
exercise any choice — beyond choosing dutifully to do as he was 
told — ^was out of the question. That he should create was un- 
thinkable, all that had been done for him; his but to accept. 
The whole process was one of taking in now for use at a later 
date. 

For Dewey, on the contrary, as stated in My Pedagogic 
Creed ( 1897),“ education “is a process of living and not a prep- 
aration for future living.” “The school must” therefore “rep- 
resent real life,” and “as an institution, should simplify exist- 
ing social lifej should reduce it, as it were, to an embryonic 
form.” “Existing life is so complex that the child cannot be 
brought into contact with it without either confusion or dis- 
traction.” The school then as “simplified social life — should 
grow gradually out of the home life” and accordingly “take up 
and continue the activities with which the child is already fami- 
liar in the home.” “The moral education centers upon this con- 
ception of the school as a mode of social life.” “The best and 
deepest moral training is precisely that which one gets through 

“Most recently reprinted by the National Education Association as Personal 
Growth Leaflet Number Nineteen. The quotations in this and the two following’ 
paragraphs all come from the relatively few pages of this Greedy where they can 
easily be located (between pages twelve and twenty-six). 
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having to enter into proper relations with others in a unity of 
work and thought.” “The discipline of the school shoixld” 
therefore “proceed from the life of the school as a whole and 
not directly from the teacher — ^the teacher’s business is simply 
to determine, on the basis of larger experience and riper wis- 
dom, how the discipline of life shall come to the child.” 

As regards curriculum, “the social life of the child” should 
be taken as “the basis of concentration or correlation — not sci- 
ence, nor literature, nor history, nor geography” as various ones 
(certain Herbartians, Colonel Parker, and others) had oppos- 
ingly preferred. Then follows the crux of the Dewey School 
curriculum: “the only way to make the child conscious of his 
social heritage is to enable him to perform those fundamental 
types of activity which make civilization what it is.” This pro- 
vides “the place of cooking, sewing, manual training, etc. in the 
school.” These are not to be thought of as special studies in- 
troduced in the way of relaxation or the like but “as types, 
fundamental forms of social activity.” “There is, therefore, 
no succession of studies in the ideal school curriculum. If edu- 
cation is life, all life has, from the outset, a scientific aspect, 
an aspect of art and culture, and an aspect of communication. 
It cannot, therefore, be true that the proper studies of one 
grade are mere reading and writing, and that at a later grade, 
reading, or literature, or science, may be introduced. The prog- 
ress is not in the succession of studies, but in the development 
of new attitudes towards, and new interests in, experience.” 
“Education must be conceived as a continuing reconstruction 
of experience.” In such a conception “the process and goal of 
education are one and the same thing.” 

One is tempted to continue indefinitely quoting from this 
Creed. Our task, however, is not exposition of doctrine, but to 
show the history of the influence. But because there has been 
from that day to this so persistent a misrepresentation of 
Dewey’s doctrine of interest it may be well to quote a bit more. 
“Interests are the signs and symptoms of growing power.” 
They show “the state of development which the child has 
reached . . . and prophesy the state which he is about to enter.” 
“These interests are neither to be humored nor repressed. To 
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repress interests is to substitute the adult for the child, and so 
to weaken intellectual curiosity and alertness, to suppress ini- 
tiative, and to deaden interest. To humor the interests is to 
substitute the transient for the permanent. The interest is al- 
ways the sign of some power below; the important thing is to 
discover the power. To humor the interest is to fail to pene- 
trate below the surface, and its sure result is to substitute caprice 
and whim for genuine interest.” As one relates this condemna- 
tion of humoring childish whims with even present-day at- 
tacks on Dewey for humoring childish whims, one hardly knows 
whether to laugh or to weep. Than Dewey himself no one has 
better stated why we should not exalt the transient nor humor 
whims. And he did more; he showed how to utilize child in- 
terests without doing either. 

How much of what we have been reading constitutes abiding 
achievement? Is it true, as some critics urge, that the history 
of American education is an unending pendulum swinging from 
one slogan to another; object lessons, nature study as the cen- 
ter, interest, five formal steps, correlation, problem method, 
project method, measurement, I.Q. and standardized tests, ac- 
tivity movement. Progressive Education, and so on? Possibly 
the single answer, no, is too simple for so complex a world, but 
it comes fairly close to being the defensible truth. Taking a 
very long term view, say of two centuries, it is easy to see a 
very great change in educational procedures. Whereas once no 
picture of a school was complete without a bundle of switches, 
now no modern American school even thinks of such a thing. 
Then memorizing without understanding was the rule, now we 
make understanding a first consideration. Then the learning 
process was (as stated above) one of dutiful acceptance, now 
in our better schools it is predominantly one of creative and 
responsible self-activity. 

It would of course be foolish to credit John Dewey with all 
the change, but it is not foolish, nay it is the solid truth, to say 
that he more than any other one person is responsible for 
changing the tone and temper of American education within 
the past three decades. The kindergarten was once fairly formal. 
While the children were treated pleasantly, nearly all activity 
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was dictated by the kindergartner. Miss Patty S. Hill is the per- 
son who more than any one effected a complete change in the 
kindergarten. She got part of her original stimulus from Stan- 
ley Hall, who in the end of the nineteenth century and begin- 
ning of the twentieth was a power in American education, but 
she got her ideas from the philosophy of John Dewey. Stanley 
Hall is another instance, like Parker and Harris, of men who 
in their day exerted wide influence, but now are practically 
dead. His ideas, like theirs, seem now curiously indefensible. 
But Dewey’s hold on. 

And not only the kindergarten but the primary school has 
been almost completely remade on Dewey’s theories. This does 
not mean that there is unanimity of opinion, and still less that 
the particular “occupations” work of the Dewey School is now 
standardized. Far from it. But the underlying doctrines, edu- 
cation as a process of living, the active child, interest (as above 
discussed), moral education, inherent subject matter — ^these are 
now practically for everybody — even critics of Dewey — ^the 
standard expectations of primary education. 

When we come to the upper elementary grades, much the 
same thing holds with an added emphasis on the problem ap- 
proach for which How We Think is largely responsible. In this 
field, especially as the normal schools undertook the prepara- 
tion for it, Herbartianism once reigned nearly supreme, say 
from 1898 to 1910. Every good teacher was supposed to have 
a lesson plan for each class period, and the five formal steps 
were much in evidence. But with the publication of Dewey’s 
How We Think and with McMurry’s insistence on “the prob- 
lem method,” Herbartianism faded away. However, let it be 
emphasized, neither the coming nor the going of Herbartian- 
ism was a mere pendulum swing of slogans. In the closer study 
of the child’s interests and in the almost complete change of 
the old time curriculum, Herbartianism was an improvement 
over what in general preceded and formed a preparation for 
better things to come. In the writer’s opinion Colonel Parker 
led a more vital movement, but Herbartianism had a better 
stated theory and so was easier spread. Both worked together 
to break up the early tradition of harsh teaching and the slav- 
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ish use of textbooks and in this way led to Dewey — ^not pendu- 
lum swing but an uneven process of progress. 

In lesser degree the upper elementary school too is thus be- 
ing remade, the country over, and it is John Dewey more than 
anyone else who has given the fundamental ideas on which the 
reconstruction is being effected. True enough, one hears criti- 
cisms of “fads and frills.” Much of the criticism, however, is 
directed against caricatures that exist rather in the minds of 
the critics than in fact. Certain it is that on fundamental theory 
it is not the Dewey group that is giving ground. It is true that 
some theorists and many parents and laymen, possibly a ma- 
jority, do not understand the doctrines of interest and of in- 
trinsic subject matter} old ideas always yield slowly. But the 
doctrines themselves make continual progress in acceptance. 
The pendulum swing theory does not fit the facts. 

The secondary school and college have hitherto been the bul- 
warks of the old position that subject matter as such must be 
set out to be learned. Even here a better day dawns. Almost 
everybody is dissatisfied with the old secondary school. The 
Aikin Committee, in persuading nearly all of American col- 
leges to accept for eight years the recommended graduates of 
the thirty designated high schools, has broken down the wall. 
One dares to hope for better things on the secondary level. And 
even the colleges are changing. Bennington and Sarah Law- 
rence, to mention only two, are fairly clear exponents of the 
Dewey influence} Stephens somewhat less so. There are how- 
ever, other and contrary movements in the college field, and 
the future is as yet undertermined. 

VI. Dewey’s Social Outi.ook and Influence 

So far there has been no very explicit consideration of 
Dewey’s social outlook for education } though this has of course 
all the while been obviously irftplicit. For Dewey, there were 
from the first the two sides of education, the psychological and 
the social, and these were “organically related,” neither to be 
subordinated to the other. While the psychological furnished 
the starting point, it taken alone would be barren and formal. 
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The social is necessary to pve direction and meaning to the 
psychological. 

Along four lines Dewey has especially helped American edu- 
cation to more adequate social outlooks. First, the self is a so- 
da! construct. There can be no such thing as a purely indi- 
vidualistic (solipsistic) outlook. All deliberative thinking is 
conditioned on the social nature of meaning. This position 
while abundantly evident in Dewey’s writings is not specifically 
treated at any length in his educational works. So that his di- 
rect influence here is not as great as on some other points. Sec- 
ond, moral right and wrong get their definition from social 
consequences. Here Dewey’s contribution is wider and more 
definite than with the preceding. Professor Frank McMurry 
has told the writer of the surprised incredulity with which the 
audience heard Ethical Principles Underlying Education pre- 
sented in 1897. To place morals on a naturalistic basis came as 
a surprise and shock to many who heard him at that time. But 
it is not so nowj and Dewey has been one main cause for the 
change of attitude. 

A third line we have already seen in the discussion of the 
curriculum. Life is a social affair. To live is to live with others. 
To learn to live better one must learn to share more abun- 
dantly in the thoughts and feelings and interests of others. To 
do this with ethical regard for others is to give to democracy 
its best definition. For, according to Dewey, “democracy is 
more than a form of government j it is primarily a mode of 
associated living.”* There may be a quotation from educational 
literature oftener brought forward than the one just given, but 
surely there are not many such in this country. Dewey is as 
truly the apostle of democracy for American education as is 
Thomas Jefferson for the political. How Dewey’s conception 
of education as the reconstruction of experience gears in with 
his conception of democracy is probably as yet beyond most of 
the profession, but at any rate even for the many there is no 
conflict involved and the number who appreciate what is in- 
volved continually increase. 


^Democracy and Education (1916), loi. 
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A fourth line is the relationship of education to social change. 
There are, of course, many conservatives who fear Dewey’s so- 
cial outlook, and not a few educators who look askance at his 
emphasis upon social change as a proper concern of American 
education. But an increasing number, it appears, share his out- 
look in this regard. It is interesting to read as far back as 1897 
that “education is the fundamental method of social progress 
and reform,” that all reforms resting “simply upon the enact- 
ment of law, or the threatening of certain penalties, or upon 
changes in mechanical or outward arrangements, are transitory 
and futile.” As opposed to such external reform he held, on the 
one hand, that “education is a regulation of the process of 
coming to share in social consciousness” and, on the other, that 
therefore “the adjustment of individual activity on the basis 
of this social consciousness is the only sure method of social 
reconstruction.” From this point of view “it is the business of 
every one interested in education to insist upon the school as 
the primary and most effective interest of social progress and 
reform.” In a word, “the teacher is engaged, not simply in the 
training of individuals, but in the formation of the proper so- 
cial life.” “In this way the teacher always is the prophet of the 
true God and the usherer in of the true kingdom of God.”’ 

The Dewey of the Educational Frontier (1933)* is much 
the same except that in the meantime consciousness of social- 
economic dislocation has become more definite, and possibly 
a greater emphasis needs to be placed upon institutional re- 
making. But even so the educational way remains the desirable 
way. While the Dewey of today customarily uses less theologi- 
cal sounding language, one may believe the meaning then and 
now is much the same. Perhaps it should be said that Dewey’s 
education for social change is, of course, not an indoctrination 
of specific ways of change. His whole emphasis is to the con- 
trary. And it may finally be added that Dewey’s gradualism 
as here presented is stoutly opposed by the radical Marxians 
who confidently expect violence to prove the primary means 
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of efFecting desired changes. It would be wrong to claim for 
Dewey all the current interest among educators in social change, 
but it is entirely just to claim for him a commanding position 
among the forces that along this line are today influencing 
American educational thought. 

Before leaving this social side, attention must be called to 
Dewey’s continual interest in bringing the principles and prac- 
tice of democracy more effectually into school life and adminis- 
tration. There may be better statements extant on democracy 
in education than the one made by Dewey in 1903,® but this 
writer doesn’t think so. Today, as then, it cuts to the heart of 
the matter. Possibly one reason it still remains so pertinent is 
that so little has been done to change the situation in the gen- 
eration since the statement was issued. Democracy still remains 
a burning question, burning possibly a little more vitally now 
than in some of the intervening years. But Dewey’s statement 
still stands to lead our thinking. 

VII. From Uncritical to Scientific Thinking 

Possibly no service of John Dewey to American education, 
in fact to American thinking in general, has been greater than 
his help in better methods of thinking. The America of his 
youth was on the whole content to think in terms of unexamined 
terms most of which meant entities where in fact there were 
no entities but processes. Will, consciousness, faculties as mem- 
ory, reasoning and the like, instincts, intelligence, mind — these 
are but samples of processes masquerading as entities. James’s 
pragmatism (following Peirce) and Dewey’s experimentalism 
here joined hands with the rising army of scientific thinkers 
to question everything that could be questioned. 

For teachers Dewey’s How We Think, and particularly the 
seventh chapter (of the original edition) on “The Analysis of 
a Complete Act of Thought,” has directly and indirectly 
brought great tonic effect. Through these, as stated earlier, 
American education discovered, so to speak, “the problem ap- 
proach” as a teaching device. The effect ha§ been very great. 
We cannot assert that all who read the book get out what 



470 WILLIAM H. KILPATRICK 

Dewey put in — some do not, we know from such sayings as 
“John Dewey may think that way, but no ordinary person 
does.” These forget that thinking is simpler than adequate de- 
scription of thinking. It is, however, easy to assert that this 
one book has brought a wide emphasis on problems and the con- 
scious use of problems in school work. 

That much remains to be done in improving such thinldng 
is only too true. Many who denounce faculties still think in 
terms of them. There are even “scientific” writers on psychol- 
ogy who still treat I.Q., S — bonds, and intelligence as facul- 
ties, not to mention the more unscientific who still talk as if 
instincts, mind, human nature, will, and emotion were separable 
things that work for man and move him around. That “mind” 
so far as it is persistent is something in process of building the 
whole waking time is a hard conception for the conventionally 
minded. In all these things and particularly in getting away 
from that old dualism of mind and body John Dewey has been 
a potent factor to better the thinking of American educators. 

VIII. Dewey’s Influence in Other Lands 

In any movement it is, as we have seen, hard to separate the 
influence of any one man from the general trend of the Zeit- 
geist. If this is true with regard to John Dewey in America, 
much more is true of his influence abroad. Still some things can 
be said. 

In the older countries of Europe there is little tendency to 
look to America for new ideas in the thought realm. Dewey’s 
philosophy which seems so natural for us of this country is 
perhaps for that very reason the less welcome abroad. Our 
problem here, however, is not philosophy as such but educa- 
tion. It was J. J. Findlay, then head of the Manchester Uni- 
versity school of education, who first brought Dewey to Eng- 
land. In 1906 he brought ouf a collection of Dewey’s educa- 
tional essays under the title School and ChiW' and in 1910 an- 
other volume called Educational Essays.^'' It seems, however, 
probable that Dewey’s position was interpreted rather narrowly, 
more in keeping with Katherine Dopp’s book on the Place of 


**Blackic & Son, London. 
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Industries in Elementary Education (1902).“ On the conti- 
nent of Europe Georg Kerschensfeiner (1854-1932) of Munich 
knew and admired Dewey. It seems rather probable that he 
chose the ambiguous name of Arheitsschule to suggest the 
Dewey doctrine of child activity. But again did the interpreta- 
tion turn out to be narrow. Adolphe Ferriere (b. 1879) of 
Geneva and Ovide Decroly (1871-1932) of Brussels and Peter 
Peterson (b. 1884) of Jena have each translated from Dewey. 
In the case of Ferriere and Decroly the effect on their respec- 
tive systems is more than probable. 

It has, however, been in certain new-old countries that 
Dewey’s influence has been most observable, particularly in 
Russia, Turkey, Irak, India, Mexico, and China. In the USSR 
for the decade 1923-1933 Dewey’s influence was very strong. 
Lunarcharsky was the head of education and an admirer of 
John Dewey. When at the beginning of the now widely dis- 
cussed purging Lunarcharsky was dropped, the system changed, 
probably on grounds little connected with the merits of edu- 
cational theory or practice. By special invitation of Turkey and 
Mexico Dewey visited those countries to advise on educational 
matters. Under the influence of Hu Shih, the foremost living 
thinker of China and present ambassador of his country to the 
United States, Dewey spent three years in that country, lectur- 
ing and advising. Men who have studied in America have car- 
ried Dewey’s ideas to Irak and particularly to India. 

IX. Summary and Conclusion 

Four generalizations will perhaps sum up the principal con- 
tribution of John Dewey to American education. His influence, 
let it be said, has extended far beyond the range of any con- 
scious alignment with any “Dewey movement.” No one in posi- 
tion to judge would deny that he is the foremost leader in 
educational philosophy that America has produced. Professor 
William C. Bagley, known rather as critic than as disciple, 
speaking of Dewey’s leadership in American education, said 
recently that it is “a leadership which he has^iow held for more 
than forty years with increasing prestige, and which long since 

” University of Chicago Press (ist ed., 1902), 
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transcended national boundaries and became in a very real sense 
a world leadership in educational theory.”” 

First, Dewey has brought increased human interest into 
school life and work, interest in the pupil as a living person, 
and interest in current social affairs. It is doubtful that, out- 
side of certain parochial schools and possibly a few others, there 
is to be found in this country a single child whose school life 
has not been made somewhat happier because John Dewey has 
lived. Certainly, most school children in what would be counted 
the better schools work very differently now because of the 
changes that Dewey’s teachings have effected in school theory 
and practice. 

Second, wherever the teacher works consciously to stir pupil 
initiative and aims consciously to encourage pupil responsibility, 
the probabilities are that such a teacher has directly or indirectly 
been influenced so to act and been guided in the process by the 
teachings of John Dewey. Wherever pupils and teachers talk 
things over together, there the Dewey interest probably is pres- 
ent in the degree that the teacher is conscious of the why and 
wherefore in what is done. 

Third, wherever the community and the processes of society 
are matters of conscious study and concern, wherever educa- 
tion starts with present pupil or school or community problems 
and proceeds consciously to a wider and deeper social under- 
standing of what is involved, wherever the aim is to start with 
present interests and deepen and extend these in their social 
implications, wherever the school is seen as a conscious agency 
to the intelligent improving of the culture, wherever the aim 
is to extend democracy farther and more consistently into school 
affairs — wherever any of these things thus go on, it seems fair 
to assert that in the degree that they are done consciously with 
the intent to affect the probable results of practice, in like de- 
gree is it probable that the teachers so acting have directly or 
indirectly profited by what John Dewey has taught. 

Finally wherever the effort is made to get away in thought 
and practice from obscure and unscientific assumptions inherited 
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from the past and at the same time consider consciously the hu- 
man values involved^ there also it is probable that the Dewey 
influence is at work. The italicized words in the statement just 
made are essential. There have been wide attempts to make 
scientific thinking prevail in education but do it in such way as 
in eflPect to disregard the most significant human values in- 
volved. In all such instances the efFort has been rather con- 
sciously against John Dewey and his teachings and influence. 
But wherever the humaner concerns of personality, moral 
quality, and responsibility have been taken carefully into ac- 
count along with the efFort to think more adequately, there the 
chances are very great that John Dewey has been read and his 
teachings taken more or less adequately into account. 

Are these things high praise? Yes, and they are so intended. 
But the statements are made only after deliberate consideration. 
There is no claim that John Dewey is the only begetter along 
the lines of the specific claims here made. As stated more than 
once, he is himself part and parcel of a much wider movement. 
But the claim is made that wherever in America today serious 
and conscious thought takes the lines indicated, the chances are 
very great that what is being done and thought will trace back 
more or less directly to the teachings of America’s great leader 
in educational thinking, John Dewey. 

William H. Kilpatrick 

Teachers College 

Columbia University 
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JOHN DEWEY AND HIS INFLUENCE 


I 

P hilosophy is a widespread, ill-defined discipline, per- 
forming many services for the upgrowth of humanity. John 
Dewey is to be classed among those men who have made philo- 
sophic thought relevant to the needs of their own day. In the 
performance of this function he is to be classed with the ancient 
stoics, with Augustine, with Aquinas, with Francis Bacon, with 
Descartes, with Locke, with Auguste Comte. The fame of these 
men is not primarily based on the special doctrines which are 
the subsequent delight of scholars. As the result of their activ- 
ities the social systems of their times received an impulse of en- 
lightenment, enabling them more fully to achieve such high 
purposes as were then possible. 

By reason of the Stoics, the subsequent legal tradition of the 
Western World was securely founded in the Roman Empire} 
by reason of Augustine Western Christianity faced the Dark 
Ages with a stabilized intellectual tradition} Aquinas modern- 
ized, for the culmination of the Middle Ages, this ideal of a 
coordination of intimate sources of action, of feeling, and of 
understanding. The impress on modern life due to Bacon, Des- 
cartes, Locke, and Comte, is too recent to need even a sentence 
of reminder. 

John Dewey has performed analogous services for American 
ci^lization. He has disclosed great ideas relevant to the func- 
tioning of the social system. The magnitude of this achievement 
is to be estimated by reference to the future. For many genera- 
tions the North American Continent will be the living centre 
of human civilization. Thought and action vnll derive from it, 
and refer to it. 

We are living in the midst of the period subject to Dewey’s 
influence. For this reason there is difficulty in defining it. We 
cannot observe it from the outside in contrast to other periods 
also viewed in the same way. But knowledge outruns verbal 
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analysis. John Dewey is the typical effective American thinker; 
and he is the chief intellectual force providing that environ- 
ment with coherent purpose. Also wherever the influence of 
Dewey is explicitly felt, his personality is remembered with 
gratitude and affection. 

II 

The human race consists of a small group of animals which 
for a small time has barely differentiated iteelf from the mass 
of animal life on a small planet circling round a small sun. The 
Universe is vast. Nothing is more curious than the self-satisfied 
dogmatism with which mankind at each period of its history 
cherishes the delusion of the finality of its existing modes of 
knowledge. Sceptics and l^lievers are all alike. At this moment 
scientists and sceptics are the leading dogmatists. Advance in 
detail is admitted: fundamental novelty is barred. This dog- 
matic common sense is the death of philosophic adventure. The 
Universe is vast. 

Dewey has never been appalled by the novelty of an idea. 
But it is characteristic of all established schools of thought to 
throw themselves into self -defensive attitudes. Refutation has 
its legitimate place in philosophic discussion: it should never 
form the final chapter. Human beliefs constitute the evidence 
as to human experience of the nature of things. Every belief 
is to be approached with respectful enquiry. The final chapter 
of philosophy consists in the search for the unexpressed presup- 
positions which underlie the beliefs of every finite human intel- 
lect. In this way philosophy makes its slow advance by the intro- 
duction of new ideas, widening vision and adjusting clashes. 

The excellence of Dewey’s work in the expression of notions 
relevant to modern civilization increases the danger of steriliz- 
ing thought within the puny limitations of today. This danger, 
which attends the tradition derived from any great philosopher, 
is augmented by the existing success of modern science. Phi- 
losophy should aim at disclosure beyond explicit presuppositions. 
In this advance Dewey himself has done noble work. 

Alfred North Whitehead 

OBPAKTMENT of PHILOtOFUr 
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THE SIGNIFICANCE OF DEWEY’S PHILOSOPHY 


I T would be difficult in a brief essay to write a compact de- 
scription of Dewey’s entire system. I shall confine myself 
to what seems most important in it, and attempt to make an 
estimate of Dewey’s place in American philosophy and in the 
philosophy of the Western world. 

I. The Importance of American Philosophy 

A subjective estimate of the value of a philosophy based 
upon one’s own beliefs or likings is itself of little or no value. 
We must find, so far as possible, objective tests. 

Windelband in his History of Philosophy^ states two such 
tests: formal logical consistency and intellectual fruitfulness. 
In this classification originality is, perhaps, assumed although 
not stated. To this list of qualities comprehensiveness should 
be added. The adjective “formal” adds nothing to consistency, 
and I would not limit fruitfulness to intellectual consequences 
in too narrow a sense. With these suggested emendations the 
list stands as follows: (i) originality, (2) consistency, (3) com- 
prehensiveness, and (4) fruitfulness. 

Of these tests the first and the fourth are fundamental. If a 
philosophy is not consistent as a whole the parts may be im- 
portant and the philosophy may be somewhat transformed by 
successors so that consistency is secured, and a doctrine of nar- 
row range may still have great value j but without originality a 
philosophy is only a transmitter of more ancient wisdom, and 
without influence its value is entirely self-contained. In a word, 
an important philosophy is novel in itself and in its effects. 

In my college days in the middle eighteen .nineties Jonathan 
Edwards was still regarded as the greatest American philoso- 

' Eng^lish translation, i8. 
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phcr. Recently Townsend in his excellent book, PhUosofhical 
Ideas in the United States ^ said that Peirce is perhaps the only 
American philosopher “worthy of ranking with Edwards for 
sweep of philosophical imagination and grasp of the deepest 
philosophical problems.” 1 have never been able to find any- 
thing original in the philosophy of Edwards and he certainly 
produced no effects on Western philosophy. HoflFding, for ex- 
ample, who stood outside the great philosophical countries and 
who treated modern philosophy with impartiality, does not 
mention Edwards in the index or, so far as 1 have been able 
to discover, in the text of his History. At the end of the nine- 
teenth century some of us thought that Royce already exceeded 
Edwards in importance. He certainly saw the difficulties of abso- 
lute idealism better than any of the other classical or con- 
temporary idealists and he made an heroic attempt to overcome 
them, particularly the difficulty of the experience of time. Ex- 
cept as a stimulus to Americans in logic, his importance does 
not seem so great now as it did then. 

There is, however, a new philosophy in America of striking 
originality. Bertrand Russell has said,* “To my mind, the best 
work that has been done anywhere in philosophy and psy- 
chology during the present century has been done in America. 
Its merit is due not so much to the individual ability of the men 
concerned as to their freedom from certain hampering tradi- 
tions which the European man of learning inherits from the 
Middle Ages . . . sophisticated America, wherever it has suc- 
ceeded in shaking off slavery to Europe . . . has already de- 
veloped a new outlook, mainly as a result of the work of James 
and Dewey.” This new outlook is “embodied in the so-called 
instrumental theory of knowledge.” I am not, I think, a philo- 
sophical patriot, but I would endorse this statement of Russell. 
I would carry the time back through the last quarter of the nine- 
teenth century and include Peirce with James and Dewey. 

During this period philosophy in Germany for the most part, 
with the notable exception of Mach* who was a forerunner of 

* Whither Mankind? ^ edited by Charles A. Beard, Chap. Ill, 66f. 

*Mach has been called a realist} he was actually a positivist, and an inter- 
mediary between Hume and James. 
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James, has been pouring water on the old tea-leaves of Kant 
and sometimes of Hegel. Even Husserl has not escaped from 
the subjectivity and the a priorism of Kant. The Italians have 
given us a thinned-out version of the romanticism of Hegel, 
and Bergson a most charming neo-Fichtean faery story. English 
realism has undergone a partly parallel development to that of 
America, and one must always make an exception of the stu- 
pendous achievement of the Princifia Mathematica of White- 
head and of Russell himself. 

It is not my intention however to depress the importance of 
European philosophy, but rather to exalt that of America. This 
philosophy has, I think, both novelty and fruitfulness. The 
originality of the American philosophy can be best exhibited in 
the systematic exposition of the next section of this paper. It is 
too early fully to estimate its fruitfulness. Although prag- 
matism or instrumentalism has been for the most part misun- 
derstood in Europe and even by Russell himself, it has already 
given a concept of truth to the vigorous movement of logical 
positivism. Far more important, the operational theory of truth 
which is very much the fashion in such widely different fields 
as pure mathematics and experimental physics is nothing other 
than pragmatism or instrumentalism under another name. 
Brouwer, on the one hand, and Bridgman and Eddington, on 
the other, are followers, though perhaps unconsciously, of James 
and Dewey since for them truth is verifiability. 

II. The Nature of American Philosophy 

It will be necessary to limit our consideration to the main 
currents of American philosophy and this means, in effect, that 
we confine ourselves to Peirce, James and Dewey. Everything 
else in the main stream seems to be either derived from or a 
continuation of the work of these three men. We must not 
allow ourselves to explore so enchanting a side-stream as that 
of the philosophy of Santayana, overhung as it is with the 
magical beauty of essences. 

I shall present a synthetic account of the thought of these 
three philosophers. This will be divided into two parts. The 
first deals with the contributions which are a continuation of 
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European philosophy although they are highly individual and 
important. The second part delineates the contributions that 
involve a break with Western philosophy. These form the Amer- 
ican philosophy far excellence. 

The first part comprises the logical discoveries of Charles 
Peirce. Little or nothing was added to these by James or Dewey 
and since their nature is well known a brief mention will suffice. 

1. The Logic of Relations. That Aristotle’s logic was a logic 
of attributes or of functions of one variable, that Boole turned 
this logic into mathematics, that De Morgan suggested a logic 
of relations, and that Peirce produced this logic in mathematical 
form, that Schroder recognized the importance of Peirce, that 
Peano and others developed the logic of relations further, and 
that Whitehead and Russell brought it to completion in their 
monumental Principia Mathematica — all this has been told 
many times. One might argue that Peirce is the greatest pioneer 
in deductive logic since Aristotle and that the work of White- 
head and Russell is the greatest culmination. 

2. The Theory of Induction, (a) That inductive inference 
is the same as probable inference is the central thesis of Peirce’s 
methodology} this carries with it a clarification of the entire 
problem of inductive logic. Since an inductive conclusion, is 
never certain, it is either probable or it lacks entirely evidential 
value.* The other principal theses of Peirce’s inductive logic 
are, perhaps, (b) that probability is the limit of a frequency 
series between classes of propositions and not of events} and 
(c) that the data of inductive inference are always statistical 
random samplings} and hence, (d) that the inductive method 
is fundamentally a method of enumeration as Mill also main- 
tained.* 

I come now to the second part, the distinctive features of 
American philosophy, features which made a break with the 
preceding philosophy of the Western world. I do not mean that 
this American thought had no foots in the past. This would 
have been impossible, and, if it had been actual, the thought 

* Peirce also listed presumptive reasoning but only as suggestive of an hy- 
pothesis. 

' Mill has been much misunderstood in this nutter. 
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woiild have been well-nigh worthless. What I do mean is that 
some of these theories were of striking originality and that 
other theories which were more closely modeled upon the past 
were modified by their connection with the novel theories. The 
result was that the philosophy as a whole represented, to a 
considerable extent, a new departure in human thought. 

There is one all-important connection with the past and that 
is with British empiricism. Peirce himself was a believer in 
universals (there was in him some sort of “exaggerated real- 
ism” as the scholastics would say) and there has been a strain of 
Platonic realism in American philosophy since, notably among 
some of “the new realists,” but this strain does not appear in 
James or Dewey. The influence of Hume has been especially 
important. Hume might be said to be the first completely mod- 
ern or post-medieval philosopher and, with the exception of the 
positivists, he perhaps had no important successor until the 
Americans appeared. The new departure of American philoso- 
phy is within the empiricistic tradition. I shall now briefly enu- 
merate the principal theses of this philosophy, laying the greatest 
stress upon Peirce and James, since Dewey will be more fully 
considered in the later sections. 

I. Pragmatism. In the latter part of the nineteenth century, 
after twenty-five centuries of Western philosophy, there were 
only two significant theories of truth: the correspondence theory 
of Aristotle and the scholastics, and the coherence theory of 
Spinoza and Kant and Hegel. The first is the theory of common 
sense. The second is essentially a deductive theory, a mathe- 
metical deduction in Spinoza, a grotesque deduction in Hegel, a 
phenomenal consistency presided over by a priori categories in 
Kant. Modern science from the first had been both mathemati- 
cal and experimental, but it was the mathematical method which 
most impressed the imagination of the philosophers and gave 
rise to the coherence theory. The inductive and experimental 
niethods, although constantly used, were imperfectly formu- 
lated, and they remained without influence on theories of truth. 
It is, however, a curious thing that it was in'unphilosophical 
America that an inductive theory of truth came into being. The 
inventors of this theory escaped from the European tradition, 
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as Russell suggests, but this is hardly a vera causa. I attribute 
it to the gemus of three men. There appeared in unaesthedc 
America the sporadic genius of three great pioneers in art — 
Whitman, Isadora Duncan and Frank Lloyd Wright, but each 
had no great successor in his own field.* But the three in 
philosophy were concatenated. Peirce led to James and James 
to Dewey and the result was an inductive and experimental 
theory of truth. It is the now famous theory of pragmatism or 
instrumentalism. According to this the original of truth is veri- 
fication and its most extended meaning is verifiability. This 
theory may prove to be more acceptable than either of the older 
theories. It is, at any rate, a serious rival and it seems unde- 
niably to be the most important contribution that America has 
made to philosophy. The roles of the various thinkers in the 
development of pragmatism will be discussed in the next sec- 
tion. 

II. Neutralism. The first half of the nineteenth century was 
characterized in general by the supremacy of idealism in 
European philosophy. The second half of the century was 
characterized by the supremacy of positivism. The present cen- 
tury thus far has been marked by the revival of realism. This 
revival has been mainly an Anglo-American phenomenon al- 
though the English influence has spread to Germany in the 
school of the Logical Positivists. Philosophy in Germany, Italy 
and France has been mainly the reverberation of the positivism 
of Kant and the romantic idealism of Hegel and Fichte to 
which have recently been added in Germany certain ingredients 
of the two late stray romanticisms of Nietzsche and Kierkegaard. 
Neo-scholasticism has also revived the realistic doctrine in the 
tradition of Aristotle and the scholastics. There has been con- 
siderable discussion of the order of events in England and the 
United States. English realism developed in good earnest after 
the publication of G. E. Moore’s The Refutation of Idealism in 
1903. Moore was preceded by Meinong in Germany. Hobhouse 
had written his Theory of Knowledge in 1895. The epochal 
paper of William James, on “The Function of Cognition,” pub- 

* Wright had an important predecessor in Louis Sullivan. 
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lished in 1885, which foreshadowed his pragmatism, was also 
the beginning of the revival of realism in America. 

The important thing about the realism of William James is 
not that it is a revival but that it is a revival with a difference. 
James goes back to Hume not only in his denial of a pure self 
but also in his denial of consciousness. There is a stream of ex- 
perience but it is not a stream of conscious experience since con- 
sciousness is not an entity. Hume, however, was essentially a 
positivist (in his own language a sceptic). Something like the 
hypothetical natural realism, which Hume suggested as an 
hypothesis only to reject it, was accepted by James as a part of 
his metaphysic. The same sort of entities enter both into our 
experience and also into the existential order of the physical 
world. Such entities in their essential nature are neither phvsical 
nor psychical. Sheffer called them neutral entities, and Holt 
put the phrase into his book, The Conceft of Consciousness. 
James suggested that these entities might constitute the stuff of 
the universe, that matter might be one arrancement of them 
and that mind might be another arrangement. Broad coined the 
term neutralism for the theory that the basic constituents of 
the universe are neutral entities and Russell has called his own 
philosophy neutral monism, although he holds a representative 
theorv of perception. 

III. Perspective Realism. I have said in the previous discus- 
sion that a view similar to natural realism was accepted by Tames 
and he is commonly thought to be a believer in the selective 
\new which passes under the name of naive or natural realism. 
James himself seems in many places not at all clear on this 
point but in his essay, “A World of Pure Experience,” there is 
one section entitled The Conterminousness of Different Minds' 
in which he is both clear and explicit. In this passage he points 
out that there are no logical difficulties involved in the overlap- 
ping of a portion of the physical world by our perceptions and 
hence in the conterminousness of two or more minds. The thing 

is logically possible and it is wholly a question of fact whether it 

/ 

* William Jamea^ Essays in Radical Emfiricism (19x2), 76-86, and especially 
82-86, 
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takes place. As a matter of fact, our perspectives (James actually 
uses the word ferspectives which has figured so much in later 
discussion) are not the same. That is, James is fully aware of 
the so-called relativity of perception. The perspectives of two 
people have, however, one thing in common with the physi- 
cal object and hence with each other, and that is their position 
in spacer in other words, they attach themselves to the veritable 
physical object, and they form a series the limit of which (never 
reached) is the physical object itself. The perspectives are ob- 
viously outside the body of the percipient. We have here the 
prototype of the later views which have been called Objective 
Relativism by Murphy and Perspective Realism by McGilvary. 

Recent realisms may be divided into (a) natural (Alexander 
and most of the Six), (b) representative (Russell, Broad and 
the Seven), and (c) perspective. In the latter view the perspec- 
tives are relative to the observers but they are outside their 
bodies, and are attached either ( i ) to the appropriate physical 
objects (Marhenke, 'Murphy and McGilvary) or (2) “pro- 
jected” into space (Whitehead). Perspective realism is thus a 
via media between (selective) natural realism and representa- 
tive realism in which latter the perspectives are either inside 
the body, or in a mind attached to a body, or (as with San- 
tayana) in a realm of essences. 

Perspective realism may be held along with a theory of the 
physicists’ world which makes the latter quite different from the 
emergent perspectives. In James, however, perspective realism 
is in juxtaposition to neutralism although they can hardly be 
said to be combined in a unified theory. 

I'V. Concatenism. Either monism or pluralism must be true 
since these theories are exclusive and exhaustive. Either there 
is an all-inclusive being or there is not. If there is no all-inclu- 
sive being there are many entities (in the sense of more than 
one). Prior to the twentieth century in all the pluralisms that 
I am acquainted with, either Indian or Western, the entities are 
exclusive of each other and there are no clear ideas of how they 
can be related in the absence of an including whole. Leibniz 
alone had a clear idea that the monads cannot be related among 
themselves but he had an unclear idea as to how they could be 
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related to God. At the end of the nineteenth century the intel- 
lectual triumph of monism over monadism seemed complete. 
In the first decade of the present century a new pluralism was 
born. 

In 1890, in his famous chapter on “The Stream of Thought” 
in his Princi'ples of Psychology, James had laid great stress upon 
the conjunctive relations of experience which Hume had left 
out, and later he called his philosophy Radical Emfiridsm in 
order to emphasize his difference from Hume. Charles Pdree 
coined the word Synechism in 1892 as a term for the continuity 
of experience. But it was James who developed the notion that 
experience consists of real units that overlap both successively 
and simultaneously. The world is a chain of interpenetrating 
links,® Entities are not exclusive as in the old pluralism. In the 
new pluralism they overlap.* It is this notion of overlapping 
that has been used by Russell to describe the universe as made 
up of events. 

Concatenism is, then, a via media between monism and 
monadism. It is the only form of pluralism that is intellectually 
tenable. Hereafter, a philosopher must be either a monist or a 
concatenist. In my opinion, with the exception of pragmatism 
or instrumentalism, this hypothesis of a concatenated world is 
the most important invention of philosophy since the middle of 
the nineteenth century. 

V. Tychism. The revival of the doctrine of a cosmic chance, 
so far as American philosophy is concerned, was the work of 
Charles Peirce. Naturally, there have always been in philosophy 
believers in ethical indeterminism, but the Epicurean doctrine 
of chance events in nature had come to be regarded as a philo- 
sophical curiosity and as an excrescence upon the more consistent 
determinism of Democritus. All modern naturalism or material- 
ism was particularly committed to a strict determinism. Renou- 
vier’s disbelief in the possibility of infinite series led him to 
accept absolute beginnings in time and this had its effect upon 

* The “great chain of being” of Neo-platonism is a continuity but not a 

chain. " 

* I have given the name Concatenism to this theory. Sec “Concatenism,” Journal 
of Philosophy, vol. XXXIV (1937), 337-354* 
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James, but I do not know whether it influenced the philosophy 
of Peirce. Peirce made chance primordial and believed that laws 
were derived The details of his theory may be unimportant; 
what is important is that he accepted the theory of absolute 
chance and gave it a name, Tychism. 

James here, as elsewhere, followed Peirce and formulated 
the thesis that novelties continually appear in nature without 
cause. 

This revival of the doctrine of chance events and its formula- 
tion as Tychism is especially interesting when we consider the 
present indeterministic formulas of physics in which statistical 
laws are substituted for causal laws. Physics has abandoned 
Democritus for Epicurus. The hypothesis of Lemaitre of a be- 
ginning and subsequent generation of both time and space is an 
attempt to carry indeterminism still further into physics. 

If we combine concatenism and tychism we see that the world 
of James is quite unlike the “block universe” which he disliked. 
The universe is not a block but a chain and the links exhibit 
frequent changes of pattern. Unlike the White Knight, there 
are all kinds of looseness in his design. 

VI. Naturalism (and Mysticism'). The only serious rival of 
a rationalistic philosophy is mysticism, since I understand by 
reason the use of both deductive and inductive inference work- 
ing upon the material of experience.'® And James became the 
champion of mysticism. Already in the ‘Gay Nineties’ James 
had published The Will to Believe, a defense of religious faith 
that had little or no philosophical influence but which bore some 
bitter theological fruit. In his Varieties of Religious Experience, 
in 190a, he put mysticism definitely on the philosophical map. 
His treatment of the subject was in character since it was 
empirical rather than speculative, and the facts were supple- 
mented not by the will to believe but by a presumption elicited 
by the whole tenor of his own experience and study. Mysticism, 
however, has been only a side-stream in American philosophy. 
I have dealt with it because it is here that James and Dewey 
parted company and it is germane to our subject for its contrast 

* I am in agreement with M. R. Cohen in this definition of reason. 
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efiFect. Dewey has been the most thorough-going and influential 
exponent of naturalism. This is the main current of recent 
American thought, a current which has been largely directed 
by Dewey himself. To this current belong Woodbridge and 
H. C. Brown and the writers of The New Realism who are not 
devotees of the Platonic Ideas. Especially important is the 
evolutionary naturalism of Sellars, a clear and comprehensive 
philosophy of emergence, of which he is the most important 
American creator. 

Naturalism will be considered in the next section; here a brief 
description will suffice. Naturalism is realistic, as opposed to 
both idealism and positivism, and it is materialistic; or, at any 
rate, it follows the materialistic tradition as opposed to all forms 
of supernaturalism and the dualism of mind and body. In a 
very definite sense naturalism includes pragmatism or instru- 
mentalism since the latter is the only naturalistic theory of truth 
that has thus far been devised. 

III. Dewey’s Contribution to American Philosophy 

I. Pragmatism or Instrumentalism. Dewey’s contribution to 
pragmatism can be best understood in its historical context. I 
shall give a sketch of the development of pragmatism. This may 
be divided into eight definite stages. 

I. The meaning of an hypothesis — the pragmatic method. 
Peirce. The history begins, as is well known, with the famous 
statement of Charles Peirce, in 1878: “Consider what effects, 
that might conceivably have practical bearings, we conceive the 
object of our conception to have. Then, our conception of these 
effects is the whole of our conception of the object.” It follows 
from this that if the experiential consequences of what ap- 
pear to be two hypotheses are the same, the hypotheses are the 
same. It follows also that we can always, in principle, decide 
between two different hypotheses by a crucial experiment. 

1 . The meaning of an idea. Knowledge. James. Like his con- 
temporary Royce, James was obsessed by the problem of objec- 
tive reference, a problem which had been unsolved from Plato’s 
Theaetetus up to his own time. He attempted a solution in two 
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articles, “ published in 1885 and 1895. For the first time in the 
history of philosophical thought James put his finger upon an 
actual case of objective reference, the reference being to the 
future of one’s stream of experience. The principal thesis, ap- 
parently, is that meaning is functional, that an experience means 
what it leads tOj but it is a genuine reference beyond, since, as 
we proceed along the road to the terminus, we have “feelings 
of tendencies,” the sense of “a more to come.” (In this respect 
it differs from the theory of Dickinson Miller which was purely 
functional.) 

James, however, was interested primarily in knowing, and a 
theory of knowledge was interwoven with his account of refer- 
ence. In the early paper, in 1885, an idea knows whatever 
reality it resembles^ and either directly or indirectly operates 
onl* In 1895 he reached the concluaon that “To know an ob- 
ject is here to lead to it through a context which the world sup- 
plies.*' 

2 - The meaning of truth. James. The meaning of truth was 
implicit in this description of knowledge, since truth and knowl- 
edge are correlative. The meaning of truth became explicit in 
James’ famous lecture of 1898, “Philosophical Conceptions and 
Practical Results.” In this lecture he brought Peirce’s principle 
to the attention of the philosophical world, but he assimilated it 
to his own previous theory. He made it clear that the truth of a 
conception is to be determined by its prediction of future ex- 
periences. 

The ultimate test for us of what a truth means is indeed the conduct 
it dictates or inspires. But it inspires that conduct because it first foretells 
some farticular turn to our experience which shall call for just that con- 
duct from us. And I should prefer to express Peirce’s principle by saying 
that the effective meaning of any philosophic proposition can always be 
brought down to some particular consequence, in our future practical 
experience, whether active or passive; the point lying rather in the fact 
that the experience must be particular, than in the fact that it must be 
active.” 

““On the Function of Cognition,” Mind, O.S., vol. X, 1885, and "The Know- 
ing of Things Together,” PsychologictU Revievt, vol. II, 18955 cf. VrincifUs of 
Psychology, vol. I, 250-258, 4<3f. 

** Italics mine. 
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4. The experimental theory of knowledge. Verification. 
Dewey. James’ theory of objective reference to the future of 
the stream of experience was accepted by Dewey but he added 
that the meaning of an idea always contains a plan of action or 
operation. As early as 1903 in his Studies in Logical Theory 
he said that the test of the validity of an idea ‘‘is its functional 
or instrumental use in effecting the transition from a relatively 
conflicting experience to a relatively integrated one.’”* In his 
very important paper published in 1906, Dewey gives 

the following definition: An experience is a knowledge, if in its quale 
there is an experienced distinction and connection of two elements of 
the following sort: one means or intends the fresence of the other in 
the same fashion in which itself is already present, while the other is that 
which, while not present in the same fashion, must become so present 
if the meaning or intention of its companion or yoke-feUow is to be 
fulfilled through the operation it sets up}* 

And in another paper, of 1907: 

We call it “verification” when we regard it as process; when the devel- 
opment of the idea is strung out and exposed to view in all that makes it 
true. We call it “truth” when we take it as product, as process telescoped 
and condensed ... an idea is made true; that which was a proposal or 
hypothesis is no longer merely a propounding or a guess. If I had not re- 
acted in a way appropriate to the idea it would have remained a mere 
idea; at most a candidate for truth. . . 

Truth is definitely a verification and verification is definitely the 
realization of a prediction, brought about by an operation. 

5. The meaning of truth — satisfaction. Schiller artd James. 
In James’ Pragmatism, in 1907, there was another view of 
truth, possibly derived from Schiller. It was the doctrine of 
Schiller and it was certainly disconnected with all of James’ 
previous teaching. This is an ethical theory of truth, the thesis 
that truth consists in any useful consequences not only of an 
idea but also of a belief. Dewey’s formulation of James’ earlier 

“ 75 - 

““The Experimental Theory of Knowledge,” afterwards contained in In- 
fluence of Darwin on Philosophy and Other Essays, 90. 

** Also in Influence of Darwin . . . , i4ofiF. 
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teaching is also accepted and there is one notable statement 
which adheres definitely to the verification view. The passage is 
this: . . but all roads lead to Rome, and in the end and 

eventually, all true processes must lead to the face of directly 
verifying sensible experiences somewhere, which somebody’s 
ideas have copied.”^® (The copy is obviously prior to the experi- 
ence copied.) These two views of truth were in juxtaposition in 
this book: Schiller’s view in Lecture II; to some extent Schil- 
ler’s view, but mostly James’ old view, in Lecture VI.^^ 

6. Dewey^s correction of James. Soon after the publication of 
James’ Pragmatism Dewey reviewed it in the Journal of Phi- 
losophy If he did not save pragmatism, since his own version 
of it needed no saving, he at least saved James from Schiller and 
from himself. Dewey is very explicit in recognizing the contra- 
diction in James: 

Then arises the theory that ideas as ideas are always working hypotheses 
concerning the attaining of particular empirical results, and are tentative 
programs (or sketches of method) for attaining them. If we stick con- 
sistently to this notion of ideas, only consequences which are actually 
froduced by the working of the idea in co-oferation wthy or afflication 
tOy prior existences are good consequences in the specific sense of good 
which is relevant to establishing the truth of an idea. This is, at times, 
unequivocally recognized by Mr. James. (See, for example, the refer- 
ence to ficationy on page 201 ; the acceptance of the idea that verifica- 
tion means the advent of the object intended, on page 205.) 

But at other times any good which flows from acceptance of a belief 
is treated as if it were an evidence, in so far, of the truth of the idea. 
This holds particularly when theological notions are under consideration. 

. . . Since Mr. James has referred to me as saying “truth is what gives 
satisfaction” (p. 234), I may remark (apart from the fact that I do not 
think I ever said that truth is what gives satisfaction) that I have never 
identified any satisfaction with the truth of an idea, save that satisfaction 
which arises when the idea as working hypothesis or tentative method 
is applied to prior existences in such a way as to fulfill what it intends. 

These quotations, I think, need'.no comment. 

^Pragmatisms 215 . 

” James generously attributed his new theory (in the singular) to Dewey and 
Schiller. This is a reason for thinking his new view was taken from Schiller, since 
he misunderstood Dewey. 

“ “What Pragmatism means by Practical,” Journal of Philosophy V, 1908. 
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7. Verification and verifiability. James. Whether or not James 
was directly influenced by this criticism of Dewey, he returned 
in his later discussions of truth to his earlier views. “The prag- 
matist calls satisfactions indispensable for truth building, but I 
have everywhere called them insufficient unless reality be also 
incidentally led to ... I remain an epistemological realist.”’* 

. . . ideas are practically useful in the narrow sense, false ideas sometimes, 
but most often ideas which we can verify by the sum total of all their 
leadings, and the reality of whose objects may thus be considered estab- 
lished beyond doubt. That these ideas should be true in advance of and 
apart from their utility, that, in other words, their objects should be 
really there, is the very condition of their having that kind of utility. . . .** 

The statement of James that ideas should be true in advance 
of their utility looks like a contradiction but it is not really one. 
James had distinguished in his Pragmatism between verification 
and verifiability and the word “truth” was applied to the latter 
as well as the former. This was made still clearer in T he Mean- 
ing of Truth. Following the distinction between “saltatory” 
and “ambulatory” relations James says: “The logical relation 
stands to the psychological relation between idea and object 
only as saltatory abstractness stands to ambulatory concreteness. 
Both relations need a psychological vehicle; and the ‘logical’ 
one is simply the ‘psychological’ one disemboweled of its ful- 
ness, and reduced to a bare abstractional scheme.”” And fur- 
ther: “Intellectualist truth is then only pragmatist truth in 
fosseJ*^^ 

8 . Indirect verification. James and Dewey. It had been ob- 
jected to James’ theory that he provided no truth about the 
past. He had, however, in his Pragmatism made provision for 
indirect verifications “by the present prolongations or effects 
of what the past harbored.”” This was made more definite in 
his “Truth versus Truthfulness” in 1908: “Caesar hady and my 
statement hasy effects; and if these effects in any way run to- 
gether, a concrete medium and bottom is provided for the de- 

'* TAe Meaning of Truth, 195. 

'‘ibid., 20 j{. 

"Ibid., 153. 

'‘Ibid., 205 . 

'‘Pragmatism, 214 .. 
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terminate cognitive relation.”" Dewey said much the same 
thing the following year: “The past event has left effects, con- 
sequences, that are present and that will continue in the future. 
Our belief about it, if genuine, must also modify action in iome 
way and so have objective effects. If these two sets of effects 
interlock harmoniously, then the judgment is true.”” This im- 
plies that both James and Dewey had abandoned their earlier 
limitations of reference and knowledge to the future, although 
truth still consists in a future verification or verifiability.” Lewis 
in his Mind and the World-Order has treated the same situa- 
tion as a partial verification of the entire process reaching from 
the past into the directly verified future. 

We thus have a new gospel, although, like most new gospels, 
it was a formulation of (in James’ words) “old ways of think- 
ing.” Peirce was the foi'erunner, James the creator, and Dewey 
the developer and the preserver.” 

II. Neutralism. Dewey adheres to the neutralistic position 
although he does not call it by that name, but he has a more 
precise notion than James of the relation between matter and 
mind. The stuff of the world is natural events, in themselves 
neither physical nor mental. Both matter and mind are “func- 
tional characters,” This view is best expressed in his Experience 
and Nature: “Nothing but unfamiliarity stands in the way of 
thinking of both mind and matter as different characters of 
natural events, in which matter expresses their sequential order, 
and mind the order of their meanings in their logical connec- 
tions and dependencies.”** Consciousness, for Dewey, is correla- 
tive with meanings: “consciousness in a being with language 
denotes awareness or perception of meanings j”** it has the same 
functional significance as with James. 

^Meaning of Truths 221. 

* Influence of Darwin . . . , 1 6of . 

* In the passage already quoted from ^^Philosophical Conceptions and Practical 
Results*’ (1S98), James had amended Peirce’s principle to read **ejfective meaning 
. . . can always be brought down to some particular consequences” (italics mine) j 
but in "A World of Pure Experience,” in 1 904, he returned to his former limitation 
of reference and knowledge to the future. 

" And Schiller was the tempter. 

“74. 

■303. 
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III. Perspective Realism. Dewey’s most elaborate account of 
perspective realism is “A Naturalistic Theory of Sense Percep- 
tion.’”® It is clear from this discussion that our perspectives are 
generated. Three theses are important in his theory. Fksty there 
is a sharp distinction between the physical cause and the per- 
spective effects. For example, “Certain molecular disturbances 
in interaction with another set of molecular arrangements — 
empirically identified as the human organism — came various 
phenomena of shape to appear. . . . ‘Appearance’ here has no 
other meaning than ejfects. , . Second, the empirical thing is 
the series of perspectives. It “is a series of phases, and physical 
conditions are such that the phases cannot occur simultaneously 
but only serially. . . .” Third, the place of the perspective is 
“literally an interaction field,” In the case of the bent rays of 
light of the stick partly immersed in water this field 

is not “in” the organism, nor is it “at” a highly delimited ^ot in the 
environment. The place where light rays impinge on the refracting 
thing , . . may form one focus in the field ; the point where the refracted 
rays impinge on the molecular structures forming the optical apparatus 
may be another focus. But these, like foci of an ellipse, are determina- 
tions in a wider field. The sun — or other source of light — is a part of the 
“where” of the bent rays. . . . 

IV. Concatenism. I can remember reading little or nothing 
in Dewey on overlapping events. He has, however, developed 
Peirce’s synechism to a remarkable degree. Perhaps no other 
naturalistic philosophy (absolute idealism has internal rela- 
tions) has so emphasized the connection of one thing with 
everything else. Professor Pepper has, I believe, characterized 
Dewey’s entire philosophy as contextualism. 

V. Tychism. Dewey accepted a certain measure of indeter- 

minism, but this was subsidiary to his general theory that the 
entire universe is a history of unique events. He says “con- 
stancies, whether the larger ones termed laws or the lesser 
ones termed facts, are statistical in nature. . . . They are not 
descriptions of the exact structure and behavior of any indi- 
wdual thing No mechanically exact science of an individual 

" Thg Journal of Philosophy, vol. XXII, (]925)> 596-605. 
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is possible. An individual is a history unique in character.’’** 
This Mstorkism, as it might be called, is allied to the romantic 
philosophies of Croce, Bergson and Spengler, which are influ- 
enced, perhaps respectively, by Hegel, Fichte, and Goethe or 
Schelling. It is possible that Dewey’s view is a naturalistic ver- 
sion or inversion of Hegel. 

VI. Naturalism. J. W. Krutch in The Modern Temper de- 
plored the destructive nature of modem philosophy and con- 
trasted it with the constructive systems of the Middle Ages. He 
was following in the footsteps of Henry Adams in the latter’s 
autobiography and Mont St. Michel and Chartres. Krutch 
must have been acquainted with the philosophy of Dewey since 
he mentions one of his books (curiously, it is Reconstruction 
in Rhilosophy')\ but it never occurred to him that naturalism 
could be constructive. If* supernaturalism is unsupported by evi- 
dence, it is obvious that some sort of naturalism in the widest 
sense of the word is the only valid philosophy. Positivism denies 
the possibility of all metaphysical construction, but idealism, 
dualism, and naturalism in the narrow sense remain as construc- 
tive systems. 

Dewey is the most prominent spokesman of the new natural- 
istic philosophy. He rejects theological animism, the subsisten- 
tialism of ideas, and mysticism. He accepts realism and disbe- 
lieves in all forms of idealism and positivism. He rejects dual- 
ism with vehemence. For him the world consists of historical, 
natural events. He has no sympathy with a levelling-down 
naturalism. His philosophy is an emergent naturalism with a 
place for the emergent facts of life and mind. To coin a phrase 
patterned after a similar one of James, it may be called Radical 
Naturalism. 

Dewey’s entire philosophy may be designated naturalism, 
and all his other doctrines may be regarded as synthetically 
contained in it. His instrumentalism is the only naturalistic 
theory of truth; mind and matter are both functions of nat- 
ural events (neutralism) ; our perspectives are emergent natural 
events; these events have a continuous flow (contextual- 
ism) ; events are unique, that is to say, historical (tychism). 

** The Quest for Certainty^ 
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His naturalism, however, includes much more than I have 
hitherto described as the American philosophy of Peirce and 
James. His ethics is a description of what men do when they 
are in perplexity, when they deliberate and when they choose 
harmonious ends and probable means to the realization of 
these ends. It is an instrumental theory of good as well as of 
truth. The two are closely connected, since what is good in 
conduct can only be experimentally determined. The whole of 
philosophy may be considered as a bridge between theory and 
practice. The experimental method has solved in principle the 
fundamental problems of technology and medicine. There re- 
mains the much harder task of arriving at solutions of social 
problems through similar scientific methods. The crown of 
Dewey’s philosophy is his esthetic theory. Art as Experience is 
perhaps his most profound book. It is a consummatory theory 
of art, and it forms the natural complement to the instrumental 
theories of truth and goodness. 

Dewey’s naturalism possesses a massiveness which is perhaps 
found in no other recent naturalistic philosopher.'” I have done 
scant justice to its concrete complexity. 

IV. Criticism 

There have been various philosophers who have criticized 
Dewey for both the ambiguities and the inconsistencies of his 
statements. 1 have come to the conclusion that most of the in- 
consistencies are of two types. First, Dewey’s mature philosophy 
(leaving out his earliest writings) has been a gradual develop- 
ment so that we should not expect him to hold precisely the 
same views in 1929 that he held in 1906. In accordance with 
his own theory Dewey himself is an historical process. Second, 
Dewey, like James, in emphasizing now one phase and then an- 
other of the same philosophy, makes what seem to be verbally 
inconsistent statements. I suppose he might defend himself by 
saying, again in accordance with his theory, that the same words 
mean different things in different contexts. I believe that the 
supposed ambiguities are only another name for these incon- 

” Alexander’s orthogenetic nisus makes his universe too Keaven-bent to be rc- 
garded as purely naturalistic. The nisus is an attenuated Jehovah. 
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sistencies and that the inconsistencies are superficial and are most 
troublesome to an indolent critic who does not try to penetrate 
beneath the surface. 

Criticism may be textual or constructive. Textual critidsm 
elicits the contradictions or inadequacies of the theory as it 
stands. Constructive criticism may content itself with the dis- 
crimination between imperfections of theory due to human 
frailty and those which are intrinsic to the theory, or it may 
also indicate how an imperfect theory can be modified or sup- 
plemented so that it will be consistent and adequate. I shall 
attempt the latter. 

I. Meanings of words. One difficulty in understanding Dewey 
is caused by the fact that, like most original philosophers, he 
frequently uses old words with new meanings. Some of these 
words are: 

1. Acqumntance. It “involves expectancy which is an extrinsic 
reference} it involves a judgment as to what the object of 
acquaintance will do in connection with other events.”** This is 
a return to common-sense usage, but it is different from the 
meaning which has been popularized in philosophy by James 
and Russell. 

2. Knowledge. This is limited to knowledge which is at least 
partly referential. If we divide what is ordinarily called knowl- 
edge into three kinds: first, intuition} second, description of 
what is intuited} and third, referential knowledge} we find 
that Bergson admits only the first kind, and that Dewey will 
admit nothing which does not have an ingredient of the third. 
Limitations such as these seem to me in general to be inad- 
visable. 

3. Ideas. “Every idea originates as a suggestion, but not 
every suggestion is an idea. The suggestion becomes an idea 
when it is examined with reference to its functional fitness.”** 
This is an unusual limitation. 

4. Meaning. This is correl^ive to ideas} “their meaning is 
found in the modifications — the ‘differences* — ^they make in 
this extra-mental situation”*' (from which they arise). 

" Exferience and Nature^ 329. 

^ Logic^ no. 

^Influence of Darwin . . 155. 
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5. Truth. This is defined as the verification of an idea. This 
is obviously always future to the presence of the idea. 

6. Mind. We have noted above Dewey’s use of the word 
mind. Feelings of pleasantness and unpleasantness and emotions 
are ruled out by definition, as well as ideas, beliefs and desires 
considered as existential states. 

That there are certain existential qualities like emotions, which are 
referable to persons as a distinctive kind of existence (in the same sense 
in which stones, stars, oysters and monkeys, are kinds of existence with 
their own distinctive qualities), is a valid proposition. ... A person is an 
object, not a “mind” nor consciousness, even though because of his 
capacity for inquiry he may be said to have mind.** 

When we consider that the psychical has usually meant either 
(a) the whole of direct experience, including perspectives (the 
older definition), or (b) that part of direct experience, primari- 
ly attitudes, which is located within the body, we realize the 
startling change of meaning in Dewey’s definition. In this 
nearly everything which is ordinarily called psychical is ex- 
cluded, 

7. Epistemology. This is described as a dualistic theory of 
knowledge, although the word dualism would hardly apply to 
the idealistic theory (either Wissenschaftslehre or Erkenntms- 
theorie') or to Dewey’s own naturalistic theory. Epistemology 
I take to be a synonym of philosophical logic which includes 
analyses of the concepts of truth, e^ndence, certainty and proba- 
bility. Such a logic must be both constitutive and epistemic, to 
use Johnson’s terms j that is, it includes evidential materials, 
ordinarily called logical, and materials from the description of 
direct experience, ordinarily called psychological. Dewey thinks 
of his own theory of knowledge as logic and not as epistemology. 
Dewey’s logic, however, contains little discussion of logical evi- 
dence. If epistemology is such a blend of logic and psychology, 
one might argue that Dewey’s theory of knowledge is not epis- 
temology, not because it is nearly all logic, but because it is 
nearly all psychology (in the ordinary meaning, and not in 
Dewev’s meaning). The whole matter is one. of definition. 


Logic, SIS- 
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These unusual definitions lead to confusion on the part of the 
reader. If he attributes to Dewey the accepted meanings, 
Dewe3r’s theses may be both ejctremely novel and plainly er- 
roneous; whereas if he keeps Dewey’s definitions in mind the 
theories are at least tenable and they are also less novel. 

II. Pragmatism. We have seen that Dewey, like James, in 
his earlier formulation of pragmatism,” confined knowledge 
and truth to the experiential future. Later both James and 
Dewey** added knowledge of the past, attained by indirect 
verification.” 

That there are many kinds of knowledge is most clearly ex- 
pressed in The Quest for Certainty. In the following state- 
ments” we are said to know (i) sense-data, (2) mathematics 
and logic, (3) objects of common sense, and (4) objects of 
physical science. I have rearranged the order and inserted the 
numerals, [i] “It is only repeating what has been said to 
assert that no problem can be solved without a determination of 
the data which define and locate it and which furnish clews or 
evidence. In so far, when we secure dependable sense-data, we 
know truly.” [2] “We develop operations, through symbols, 
which connect possible operations with one another; their out- 
come gives the formal objects of mathematics and logic. As 
consequences of suitable operations these two are truly known.” 
[3] “When these operations, or some combination of them, are 
used to solve the problems which arise in connection with the 
things of ordinary perceived and enjoyed objects, the latter, 
as far as they are consequences of these operations, are them- 
selves truly known.” [4] “The systematic progress of inquiry in 
dealing with physical problems requires that we determine those 
metric properties by means of which correlations of changes are 
instituted so as to make predictions possible. These form the ob- 
jects of ph5^ical science, and if our operations are adequate they 
are truly known.” “We know whenever we do know; that is. 
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whenever our inquiry leads to conclusions which settle the prob- 
lem out of which it grew. This truism is the end of the whole 
matter — upon the condition that we frame our theory of knowl- 
edge in accord with the pattern set by experimental methods.” 

Meanings (in the ordinary acceptation) now extend in both 
temporal directions, but past, present and future are not isolated 
but are co-implicated in a contextual whole. Not only is the past 
“of logical necessity, the past-of-the-present”“ and the future 
presumably the future-of-the-present, but a proposition about 
the present means either the past or the future. “ ‘This is sour’ 
means either that the actual performance of an operation of 
tasting has produced that quality in immediately experienced 
existence, or that it is predicted that if a certain operation is 
performed it will produce a sour quality.”** “ ‘This is red’ 
means, when it is analyzed from a logical point of view, that an 
object has changed from what it was, or is now changing into 
something else.”*’ Even the part of a proposition about the 
present records a change.** Further, “There is no such thing as 
judgment about a past event, one now taking place, or one to 
take place in the future in its isolation.”*® 

There is, moreover, no ’mmediate knowledge; in the absence 
of tests we have only claims to knowledge or hypotheses. The 
tests are obviously in the future. Since all propositions about 
either past or present have also a future reference the test con- 
sists in the verification of the reference, brought about by an 
operation of experimentation (experiment being taken in the 
Logic comprehensively so as to include observation). Hence all 

Logic, 238. 

“Ibid., 2 89f. 

“Ibid., 308. 

** Dewey is reluctant to say there are any propositions descriptive of presented 
data. Concerning: something definitely qualified as sweet *‘a proposition may re- 
port it for purposes of record or communication of information.” With reference 
to an enjoyment “The resulting linguistic expression will have the outward form 
of a proposition. But unless a question has arisen it is a social communication 
rather than a proposition) unless the communication is made to provide a datum in 
resolving a new situation.” “The latter ^propositions* indeed record an occur- 
rence** {fropositions now in quotation marks) . Such verbal contradiction is super- 
ficial. The foregoing quotations are from Logic, 128, 172, 1,73. 

^ Logic, 230. 
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knowledge is, in part, a knowledge of the future. I shall com- 
ment briefly on these theses. 

It is true that we mean by the past what is earlier than the 
present, and we mean by the future what is later than the pres- 
ent} but although 1 relate the present to the past and future 
in a time-map I do not see that the meaning of the present 
entails their meanings. Neither does the meaning of the past 
entail the meaning of the future. 

Further, only presented data are known with approximate 
certainty (in principle, certainty). We assume our memories of 
the past. Such memories are either crude or tested. Testing 
throws out some memories as probably false. Those that are 
indirectly verified are accepted. But — this is the important point 
— ^that the test has succeeded is only a memory. Further, we are 
never absolutely certsun of our tested memories. Fortunately 
most of our original memories are left intact. So we say that our 
crude memories were probable. On this hypothesis our tested 
memories are more probable. The only thing that a verification 
of memories can ever do is to increase the probability. In other 
words, many of our untested memories were true, or none of 
our tested memories would be true. Verification increases the 
probability, if any} but it presupposes an immediate knowledge. 
That there is any knowledge is assumed. 

On the basis of our knowledge of the past we extrapolate 
to the future and this is always hazardous. 

We are spectators of the present and retrospectors of the 
past} on this basis alone we become prospectors of the future. 
When we verify we are again spectators, this time of new data, 
and retrospectors of the process of verification. Dewey, like a 
true American, is interested mainly in the future, but with all 
his concrete detail there is a certain abstractness in his interest 
and his treatment. Man looks in both temporal directions, but 
he knows better what was before. To call his previous verifica- 
tions funded knowledge is a dodge. He may have verified be- 
fore, but his memory that he has verified is not now verified but 
assumed. 

The original pragmatism was based on Peirce’s and James’ 
account of an objective reference limited to the future. That 
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was obviously an incomplete account of truth/* I shall make 
two generalizations of the developed pragmatism which in- 
cludes indirect verification/^ 

1. Verification is a process which leads to a terminus where 
the object is compared with the meaning of the original idea. 
This comparison I shall call confrontation. This is the consum- 
mation of the process of verification. Strictly speaking, actual 
truth, truth in actUy is confrontation, because the proposition is 
not verified until, and it is verified when, confrontation takes 
place. Hence the original of truth, truth in actu, is always in the 
fresent. All other truths are derivative. Confrontation I shall 
now call verification. What James and Dewey call “verifica- 
tion,” I shall call the process leading to verification. This is the 
first derivative. The second derivative is physical verifiability. 

2. Propositions referring to inaccessible objects can only be 
verified indirectly by the supposed effects of these objects in 
the future. Such inaccessible objects include everything in the 
past, whether remembered or determined by historical investi- 
gations} spatial objects that we cannot observe, such as the other 
side of the moon, molecules, atoms and still smaller particles} 
and other minds. Now why is such an indirect process called 
verification? It is because it has given us assurance or probability 
that the past or other inaccessible events actually occurred or 
occur. There are two possible definitions of truth in such cases. 
First, we may define truth as the naturalistic process of indirect 
verification} or, second, we may extend the meaning of veri- 
fiability — ^we may (to use James’ term) say that the process is 
physically “arrested,” but that, if it could be carried out, a 
direct verification would take place. This we may call logical 
verifiability. The only truth in actu is the direct verification of 
confrontation} and the direct verification of a past fact can never 
be in actu but only in posse. Logical verifiability on this \new 
would be the third derivative of truth. This is a consistent gen- 
eralization of the pragmatic theory of James and Dewey. 
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In such cases, if we define truth as indirect verification, our 
procedure is fkst, arbitrary, since it is not what anyone has 
hitherto meant by truth} and, second^ it makes a divorce be- 
tween truth and knowledge, since the former is exclusively a 
process extending into the future, while the latter concerns the 
past (of course in its connection with the future). 

Thirdy the crucial consideration, however, is our memories of 
the past. We have seen that, if there were no immediate knowl- 
edge, there would be no mediated knowledge, since verification 
merely increases the antecedent probability, which we must 
assume. Some of these memories cannot be verified at all, but 
we are practically certain that they are true. They would not be 
true according to pragmatism unless the remembered events 
actually took place, so that, if we did “remount the past” 
(James’ expression), they would be verified. 

According to my proposed generalizations true propositions 
would be classified as follows: (i) those that are verified, (2) 
those that tmll he verified, (3) those that can be (physically) 
verified, (4) those that might be (logically) verified. The 
truths are respectively: 

( 1 ) Verification. This is present and actual. 

(2) The process leading to verification. This is an aggregate 
of concatenated entities. It is never actual as a whole. 

(3) Physical verifiability. This is verification arrested but 
physically possible. Some conditions are actual and some are not. 

(4) Logical verifiability. This is verification arrested, physi- 
cally impossible, logically possible. Fewer conditions are actual 
than in the third. 

According to this generalized theory, confrontation alone 
gives truth in actu, since all truth in actu is face-to-face contact 
where faith is consumed in sight. Verification as a process leads 
to truth in actu, but when we are on the way truth is still 
in fosse. Physically verifiable truth is truth in fosse. As James 
says, it is verification arrested. So in propositions about the past 
or other inaccesible regions we have verification permanently 
arrested, but the truth is still m fosse. This is the logical com- 
pletion of the ambulatory and saltatory scheme of James. 

In order to substantiate this generalized pragmatism we 
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would need to show that the correspondence and coherence 
views can be analyzed or generalized into the same generalized 
theory. 

Let us begin with correspondence. Unless we make the un- 
warranted presupposition of metaphysical monism, the relation 
of correspondence is existential only in actual confrontations. 
Other cases of correspondence are only in posse. So far as 
empirical truth is concerned, the correspondence theory when 
analyzed is confluent with our generalized pragmatism. Al- 
though the two theories difiFer in verbal formulation, they are 
precisely alike in re. 

The coherence theory is usually formulated so as to entail, 
and that means to include, an absolute monism — all truth is in 
actu. If the coherence theory were generalized to include truth 
in posse it would be confluent with our generalized pragmatism 
for empirical truths. Mathematical truth is consistency. Accord- 
ing to Dewey “Mathematical ideas are designations of possible 
operations . . . with respect to one another. This sense of possi- 
bility is cowpossibility of operations, not possibility of perform- 
ance with respect to existence. Its test is non-incompatibility.”** 
Incompatibility of two conceptions can only be discovered by 
their confrontation. Hence verification and coherence may be 
united in a confluent theory. In empirical truth there is an ac- 
tual or possible agreement between meaning and fact, in mathe- 
matical truth between meaning and meaning. In mathematical 
truths we need the distinction between truth in actu and truth 
in posse, since mathematical inconsistency and entailment must 
usually be sought. Finally such truth is obtained by direct in- 
sight, but mathematical operations must be developed or the 
entailments and inconsistencies will not be apparent. Mathe- 
matical theorems, before they are proved, are verifiable; and, 
when they are proved, they are verified. 

Such a generalized theory as I have briefly described is near- 
er to pragmatism than to either the correspondence or coherence 
theories. In the correspondence theory ordinary truth is poten- 
tial; in the coherence theory all truth is actual; in pragmatism 
the original of truth is actual verification, but truth extends to 

^ The Quest for Certainty ^ 160 . 
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physical verifiability. In the confluent theory, verifiaKlity is 
further extended to include logical verifiability. Such a theory 
may well be called: Generalized Pragmatism^* 

III. Perspective Realism and Theories. There is a very im- 
portant problem in philosophy which Dewey leaves unsolved, 
and which, at times, he does not seem to regard as a problem at 
all. That is the problem of the nature of the external world. 
Dewey frequently writes as though he were a natural realist, 
disregarding the differences between our perspectives. This was 
the case through most of his recent Logic. He is, however, a 
perspective realist, and he holds that our perspectives are 
natural events which are added to, although continuous with 
events already existent. To use the language of Dewey’s con- 
troversy with Santayana, the perspectives form the experi- 
ential foreground, but there is a massive background beyond. 
Two of us look at a chair. Our perspectives are different. What 
is the chair over and above these two perspectives? We both go 
out of the room. There are no perspectives of the chair. What is 
the chair now? Further, what is there in my physical organism 
in addition to my felt bodily attitudes? And what is my body 
during dreamless sleep? The answers to these questions depend 
upon the status of theory. 

I have not been able to understand whether, in Dewey’s 
view, theories are always operational or whether they are some- 
times existential, \n The Quest for Certainty he says “It is still 
questioned whether many of the objects of the most valuable 
and Indispensable hypotheses in present use have actual exist- 
ence} the existential status of the electron is still, for example, a 
matter of controversy.” A little further on: “progress beyond 
the Newtonian scheme was made possible when the ascription of 
antecedently existing inherent properties was dropped out, and 
concepts were regarded as designations of operations to be per- 
formed.”"® In the Logic 

The “problem” which occasions the epistemological interpretation arises 
when and because it is supposed that conceptions, in general and in par- 
ticular, ought to be in some fashion descriptive of existential material. 

*Thi8 is a mere sketch. For a fuller statement sec “The Synoptic Theory of 
Truth,” referred to above. 

" 191* 
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The idea that they should be descriptive is the only view possible when 
the strictly intermediate instrumental function, operatively reali2ed of 
conceptions is ignored . . . unless conceptual subject-matter is interpreted 
solely and wholly on the ground of the function it performs in the con- 
duct of inquiry, this difference in dimensions between the conceptual 
and the existential creates a basic philosophic problem. • . . From the 
standpoint of the function that conceptual subject-matters actually serve 
in inquiry, the problem does not need to be ‘‘solved ; ” it simply docs not 
exist." 

These quotations would seem to indicate that theories are, 
properly, exclusively operational. Such a view would yield a 
pure positivism in which our knowledge would be confined to 
our perspectives and the operations by which we may pass from 
one to another. 

On the other hand, we read in the Logic that popular positiv- 
ism “has no recognized place for hypotheses which at a given 
time outrun the scope of ^already determined ‘facts,^ and which, 
indeed, may not be capable of verification at the time or of 
direct factual verification at any time.”®* This at least hints at 
a realistic view. A realistic standpoint was undoubtedly ex- 
pressed in Experience and Nature. 

If one is a positivist and accepts the view that we can know 
only perspectives and their connections, there is obviously no 
further realistic problem. If one is a realist the problem of the 
nature of the external world, that is, the massive background of 
our perspectives, cannot be ignored. 

As a realist I would state the situation in this way: some of 
our theories, such as relativity, may be purely operational, ex- 
pressed through mathematical equations; but other theories are 
existential, statements of entities indicated by possible opera- 
tions which cannot be physically completed, such as the exist- 
ence of the stars on astronomical evidence, and a granular struc- 
ture of matter on the convergence of evidence of the Brownian 
movement, scintillations, condensation tracks, the actuation of 
Geiger counters and the determination of elementary electrical 
charges.®* 

" 466 f. 

"5*9- 

"Cf. Lenzen, Froctinres of Emfirical Science ^ z6f., 49 f. 
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A scientific account of as much of the cosmos as we can know 
includes three things: 

( I ) Phenomenology. An empirical description of our direct 
experiences including their functional connections. 

(a) A theory of the nature of the external world. By the 
external world 1 understand the stuff beyond our perspectives, 
including the connection or bridge between my direct experi- 
ence now and that of yesterday, and between my direct experi- 
ence and yours, and reaching back into the past before Aere 
were any perspectives and stretching out indefinitely in space. 

(3) A theory of the joints between the external world and 
direct experience — ^not bifurcations but joints, or better, joinings. 

These twq theories are parts of an inclusive theory. Dewey 
thinks that the mind-bo’dy question is a pseudo-problem. But 
the problem of these joinings of direct experience and the ex- 
ternal world takes the place of the pseudo-problem. There is 
a double connection: perspectives are joined to physical things 
(as the physicist describes them) and attitudes are joined to the 
human organism (as the physiologist describes it). The problem 
has shifted; it should be solved and not shelved." 

IV. Naturalism. In accordance with Dewey’s definition of 
matter he would not call his philosophy materialism. Further, 
he believes in the emergence of life and mind from physical 
(inorganic) events. He says 

while the theory that life, feeling and thought are never independent of 
physical events may be deemed materialism, it may also be considered 
just the opposite. . . . Historically speaking, materialism and mechanistic 
metaphysics — as distinct from mechanistic science — designate the doc- 
trine that matter is the efficient cause of life and mind, and that “cause” 
occupies a position superior in reality to that of “effect.” Both parts of this 
statement are contrary to fact. As far as the conception of causation is 
to be introduced at all, not matter but the natural events having matter 
as a character, “cause” life and mind. “Effects,” since they mark the re- 

“TTiere are different eperies of perspective realism. The “multiple inherence” 
kTpothesis of Whitehead is very different from what I may call the “multiple 
attachment” hypothesis of Marhenke, Murphy and McGilvary. Still another and 
different “multiple attachment” hypothesis is possible, but I cannot develop it 
here. With three hypotheses the problem presses for solution. 
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lease of potentialities, are more adequate indications of the nature of 
nature than are just ^‘causes/’®® 

What one calls his philosophy is a matter partly of taste and 
partly of utility. I have no desire to foist upon Dewey a name 
which he dislikes and it is quite possible that naturalism is better 
than materialism as a word to designate his philosophy, but it is, 
I think, quite certain (humanly speaking) that Dewey belongs 
to the materialistic tradition. 

Materialism has been grossly misrepresented by historians of 
philosophy who stem, for the most part, from Hegelian ideal- 
ism. The sins of the historians are many: 

First, Absurd or preposterous materialism which either de- 
nies secondary and tertiary qualities (Leucippus and Democ- 
ritus, as literally interpreted) or which reduces such qualities 
to motion (Hobbes in De Corf ore) has been taken to be the 
only pure or consistent materialism, all other materialisms be- 
ing adulterated. The other materialisms, however, which we may 
call sensible materialisms, are preponderant in number and in 
influence. 

Second, The naive materialisms of the early Greeks have 
been excluded under the name hylozoism. If we do exclude 
as hylozoistic the philosophers who regard either (a) all matter 
as animate (Xenophanes) or (b) basic matter as animate (Hera- 
cleitus, the Stoics) or (c) controlling matter as animate (Anaxag- 
oras), we still have Thales, Anaximander and Anaximenes, the 
Pythagoreans and Empedocles at the beginning of the material- 
istic tradition. 

Third, Epicurus and Lucretius have been represented as 
holding an absurd materialism when they explicitly say that a 
composite being {eherinia or consilium) has properties which 
the elements lack. The Epicurean philosophy is implicitly 
emergent. 

Fourth, There is the persistent misreading of La Mettrie 
and Diderot. In spite of the title of La Mettrie’s book. The 
Human Machine^ he is not a mechanist in the modern sense, 
since for him motion and feeling interact. 


Experience and Nature, z6z. 
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Fifth, There is the neglect of Engels on the part of the 
academic philosophers. His philosophical importance consists 
in the fact that he holds an explicit emergence view. 

Sixth. Because of the misconceptions that have been stated 
above, there is a misunderstanding of the continuity of the re- 
cent revival of materialism and its historical forms. Current 
materialism is critical and emergent (H. C. Brown and Sellars 
in America and Broad in England), but it is a further develop- 
ment of older forms. 

The confusion is increased when several writers who are in 
the materialistic tradition refuse to classify themselves as ma- 
terialists. Woodbridge seems clearly a materialist. Russell, 
whose world, like that of Dewey, consists of events, is, I should 
say, a materialist, since each event is extended in three dimen- 
sions and has a duration. As a concatenist he does not believe 
in an inclusive Space or Matter, but he believes in overlapping 
matterj. He is a materialist, but calls himself something else. 
Santayana calls himself a materialist but is something else, since 
he believes in eternal essences. I do not know that Dewey has 
ever said that each of the natural events of his world has exten- 
sion. The fundamental tenet of the materialistic tradition is that 
nature is, for the most part, unconscious (in the widest mean- 
ing of that word) and that consciousness (in the narrow sense of 
objective reference), awareness, feelings, emotions and desires 
— in other words what are ordinarily called psychical states — 
are on a relatively small scale and are derived in some sense, 
emergent or other. 

While I do not object to Dewey’s preference for the word 
naturalism over materialism^^ I do think that the meanings 
which he gives to “God” and “faith” in his book A Common 
Faith are apt to prove misleading. 

Fundamentally, and in spite of his esthetic theory, Dewey 
exalts action above contemplation. He is a true disciple of 
Zarathustra rather than the Upanishads, Buddha or Plato, of 
Persia rather than India or Greece. 

*• I once read a paper to show that the word naturalism is better because of its 
utility. 
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When he does reflect he seems satisfied with the world. 
Bradley has said “if the main tendencies of our nature do not 
reach consummation in the Absolute, we cannot believe that we 
have attained to . . . truth.”” My own reflection has led me to a 
different conclusion. Any philosophy which satisfies our mm 
desires is probably false. Buddhism is not very useful for social 
reform, but perhaps the profoundest saying in all religion is the 
words attributed to Buddha: “So the world is afflicted with 
death and deay, therefore the wise do not grieve, knowing the 
terms of the world.”” This states both the sorrow and its heal- 
ing. Dewey, with his passion for social change and improve- 
ment, seems strangely silent about that feature of the world 
which finally sweeps all values away. Perhaps he is so com- 
pletely cured of the sorrow that he forgets to dwell upon it in 
his philosophy. 

However naturalistic one may be as he follows the scientific 
method in philosophy, he must bear in mind that his negative 
conclusions can never go beyond probability and that mysticism 
always remains as a possibility. I do not myself accept the pre- 
sumptions of the cosmic mystics, but downright honesty com- 
pels us to admit that here as elsewhere we have no certainty. 
It is possible that in an ideal future, when all capitalists and all 
dictators have perished, there will always remain a small minor- 
ity of intelligent mystics. “The opinion which is fated to be 
ultimately agreed to by all who investigate”” may never come. 

WiLLUM Savery 

Department of Philosophy 

University of Washington 

A ffear once and Reality ^ 148. 

^ Sutta-Nifdta^ (581) S. B. E,, Vol. X. 

“Peirce, Collected Papers, Vol. 5, section 407. Quoted with approval by 
Dewey as a ^‘definition of truth from the logical standpoint.” Logic, 345, n. 
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T O COMBINE acknowledgment of indebtedness to the 
writers who have taken so much pains in expounding and 
criticizing my views with reply to adverse criticisms is not an 
easy task. I am confident I can count on their and the readers* 
appreciation of this difficulty. I do not share, I confess, the 
optimism expressed in the Announcement of the Series of which 
this is one volume, regarding the possibility of terminating 
controversy. As the history of philosophical discussion shows, 
it is quite possible that what is said in answering one objection 
and clearing away one misconception will give rise to others. 
Yet, as the same Announcement also says, an undertaking of 
this kind, providing as it does for interpretation on the part 
of both friendly and adverse critics, should facilitate a “meet- 
ing of minds” so that whatever happens to the views and doc- 
trines of a given writer on philosophy (in this case, mine), the 
larger continuing cause of philosophic inquiry should be for- 
warded. • 

It may assist understanding of the comments and replies 
found in the following pages if I say something about the 
method adopted in arranging my remarks. The first idea that 
occurred to me was to take up each contribution separately, 
and reply seriatim to the several points made in each. But it 
soon appeared that such a course would demand many quota- 
tions from both my own writings and those of my critics, with 
the necessity for more or less extensive exegesis of passages 
cited: — proverbially the source rather than close of controversy. 
As Mr. Piatt says in his article, too frequehtly “clarifications 
of meanings fail to clarify and merely repeat the initial diffi- 
culty.” It is not easy at the best to move from a system of ideas 
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having one center and order into a system having a different 
focus and arrangement. Neither a critic nor myself is responsible 
for the fact that every philosophical word employed is charged, 
in the degree of its importance, with ambiguities resulting from 
centuries of controversial discussions. In addition, adoption of 
the land of procedure just mentioned may easily obscure the 
matters at issue by covering them up with a multiplicity of 
details so that the forest is not seen because of the trees. For 
a time, then, I entertained the contrary hope that I might be 
able to discuss a number of general issues, which the various 
papers show are in need of clarification, with only incidental 
reference to special criticisms. My experience in trying this 
method proved however, that there was danger that my reply 
would be so very general as not to come to grips with specific 
criticisms. Moreover, the variety of points touched upon and 
the diversity of the philosophical perspectives in which they 
are presented formed a serious practical obstacle. I have adopted 
accordingly a sort of compromise procedure — ^in the not too 
confident hope that it may not turn out in the end to combine 
the worst features of the other two methods. I have selected 
some main heads under which to restate my views in reference 
to criticisms passed upon fundamental principles in my phi- 
losophy, and then under each head have attempted to meet with 
specific comments a variety of special criticisms.^ 

In the hope that it may be of help in following what is said 
and also in understanding the distribution of space given to 
diflFerent contributors, I attempt a rough classification of the 
papers which precede. Drs. Ratner, Geiger, Childs and Kil- 
patrick have at various times been members of classes taught 
by me at Columbia University. Some of them have been col- 
leagues as is the case with Dr. Randall. It would be a serious 
reproach to me if my associates .had not attained a juster under- 
standing of what I had said in' my written work than is likely 
to exist in the case of those who have only the latter to con- 
sult. Dr. Piatt was a student at the University of Chicago after 

^ In my rejoinders to some of the specific criticisms, I shall presuppose familiarity 
with the text of the contributors’ articles since space forbids reproduction of the 
details of their argument. 
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I left there and had the great advantage of the teachings of 
Professors Tufts, Mead and Moore. Just because my obliga- 
tions to these contributors are great I have said much less about 
their articles than about those in the third group mentioned 
below. In many respects a careful reading of their articles 
will serve as more effectual replies to some of the adverse 
criticisms than anything I can say. After all allowance is made 
for the loyalty of students to old teachers — a loyalty often 
carried to excess — I have to express my appreciation of the 
way in which these contributors have seen and reported the 
direction in which my thoughts have moved, of their sense of 
what it is I was doing and what it is I was after. In lieu of 
extended comments, I must ask them to accept my thanks, and 
vnth mine that of all readers who are concerned to know what 
my views actually are. 

In the second group are a number of writers whose expo- 
sitions of the topics with which they deal are essentially correct 
in some or many points, even though accompanied with dis- 
agreement with the conclusions I have reached. To these per- 
sons, comparative strangers, are due my thanks for the pains 
they have taken to become acquainted with my writings and to 
report faithfully their general tenor. Dr. Allport, an expert 
psychologist, has performed this service for one who long ago 
ceased to profess expertness in a highly specialized technical 
field. Dr, Parodi in his careful account of the relations of 
knowledge and action in my theory has lightened my task of 
reply by correcting in advance some misconceptions put forward 
by other contributors who touch upon the subject. Dr. Savery 
has provided a valuable supplement to the other contributions 
by placing my views in historic perspective in their relation to 
Peirce and James, while also correcting in advance, by his brief 
but pertinent remarks upon pluralism, continuity and contin- 
gency, some common misapprehensions. Professor Whitehead 
has written with his characteristic generosity of spirit. 

In the third group fall the articles of a more definitely 
adverse kind — ^those of Drs. Reichenbach and Pepper in part, 
and of Russell, Murphy, Santayana, Stuart and &haub in al- 
most their entirety. It will readily be understood, then, why 
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much more space is given to them than to the writers who are 
more sympathetic or more correct in their expositions of my 
views. My indebtedness to this third group is of a different 
kind. I am obliged to them for the stimulus of their challenges 
and for the opportunity to try and set myself right on some 
points where in the past I have obviously failed not only to 
carry conviction, but (a more important matter) to make clear 
my actual position. 

A. Introductory 

As an introduction to the leading issues (Experience, Knowl- 
edge in its relation to experience, and Ethics) which constitute 
the main heads of my reply, I shall say something about the 
problems which have directed the course of my philosophical 
thinking — a procedure almost obligatory upon one who has 
emphasized the role of problems to the extent I have done. And 
in this particular connection I am especially grateful for the 
contributions of Drs. Ratner and Randall. I have been engaged 
by means of published writings in developing the essentials of 
my present philosophical views for at least thirty-five years, 
beginning with my essays in the Studies in Logical Theory in 
1903. Inconsistencies and shifts have taken place; the most 
I can claim is that I have moved fairly steadily in one direction. 
Dr. Ratner has put his finger upon the main “shift” in my 
writings. It affects not only the special topic of philosophy but 
the more general one of knowledge. At various places in my 
writings I have said that, from the standpoint of empirical nat- 
uralism, the denotative reference of “mind” and “intelligence” 
is to funding of meanings and significances, a funding which 
is both a product of past inquiries or knowings and the means 
of enriching and controlling the subject-matters of subsequent 
experiences. The function of enrichment and control is exercised 
by incorporation of what gained in past experience in 
attitudes and habits which, in their interaction with the en- 
vironment, create the clearer, better ordered, “fuller” or richer 
materials of later experiences — a process capable of indefinite 
continuance. Dr. Ratner is quite right in indicating that the word 
“intelligence” represents what is essential in my view much 



EXPERIENCE, KNOWLEDGE AND VALUE 521 

better than does the word knowledgey while it avoids that con- 
fusion of knoi^^ng — inquiry — and attained knowledge which has 
led some of my critics astray in their accounts of my position. 
At present, after reading criticisms of the kind of instru^ 
mentdism that is attributed to me, it is clear that I should, 
from the start, have systematically distinguished between knowl- 
edge as the outcome of special inquiries (undertaken because of 
the presence of problems) and intelligence as the product and 
expression of cumulative funding of the meanings reached in 
these special cases. Nevertheless, there are in my earlier writings 
many indications of the distinction and of the role it plays, 
as well as references to the principle of organic habit as the 
physical agency by which the transition from one to the other 
is effected. I cite two passages; “The function of knowledge is 
to make one experience freely available in other experiences. 
The word ‘freely’ marks the difference between the function of 
knowledge and of habit,” while sentences which follow show 
that the difference is not ultimately one between habit and 
intelligence but between routine habits and intelligent ones.* 
From a later, though not latest, writing I cite the following 
representative passage: 

The history of human progress is the story of the transformation 
of acts which, like the interactions of inanimate things, take place 
unknowingly to actions qualified by understanding of what they are 
about; from actions controlled by external conditions to actions having 
guidance through their intent: — their insight into their own consequences. 
Instruction, information, knowledge, is the only way in which this 
property of intelligence comes to qualify acts originally blind.* 

I did not hit upon my position as a ready made and finished 
doctrine. It developed in and through a series of reactions to a 
number of philosophic problems and doctrines. During the 
early nineties, practically all important philosophizing in the 
English language was influenced by Neo-Kantian and Hegelian 
idealism. Pragmatism and all versions of realism are of later 
growth. In my own case change of residence from Chicago to 
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New York in 1905 brought me in direct contact with the Aristo- 
telian realism of Woodbridge and the monistic realism of Mon- 
tague. There was a new challenge and a new stimulus. It is 
perhaps natural that I should not agree with the judgment ex- 
pressed by Dr. Murphy that my discussion of certain important 
issues “is not intelligible until we refer it back to the idealistic 
and realistic philosophies in relation to which it was developed.” 
But I gladly admit that my philosophic views did not develop 
in a vacuum and that I took seriously philosophic doctrines that 
were current. Undoubtedly, study of the problems they pre- 
sented played a part in the development of my own philosophic 
method and doctrines. For I felt myself under an obligation to 
develop my personal intellectual predilections in a way that 
took cognizance of strong points in other teachings while trying 
to avoid what appeared to me to be their weak points. 

As, however, will be made evident later, it was not the issue 
of idealism versus realism that constituted my problem, but the 
bearing of these theories (as well as that of the older classic 
tradition) upon two issues which chiefly preoccupied me. Per- 
sonally, I do not feel that a defence of the habit of taking 
seriously important historic systems is necessary. But it is im- 
portant, even necessary, to appreciate what phases of historical 
thought — ^past and present — enter deeply into determination 
of the thinking of any philosopher. Consequently, I am deeply 
grateful for two things that stand out in Dr. Randall’s account. 
One of them is the general and basic consideration that I re- 
gard the philosophy of any period as a reflex of larger and more 
far-reaching cultural achievements, needs, conflicts and prob- 
lems. The other as stated in his own words is the fact that there is 
“one central conflict as the focus for understanding all Western 
philosophies. It is the ever repeated struggle between the active 
force of scientific knowledge and technical power and the de- 
flecting force of the lag and ‘inertia of institutionalized habits 
and beliefs.” Because of the centrality of this struggle and the 
problem of readjustment set by it, I have approached (as 
Randall says) our cultural “heritage as a critic and reconstructor 
of tradition” so that “he is forever bringing men’s past experi- 
ence with ideas to the test of present experience.” Whether I 
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am right or wrong in this attitude and whether or not I have 
exaggerated the extent to which vital cultural problems — ^which 
ultimately decide important philosophical problems — now 
centre about the reworking of traditions (institutions, customs, 
beliefs of all sorts), to bring them into harmony vnth the 
potentialities of present science and technology, — here is the 
setting in which my chief problems have arisen. 

The form taken in my philosophical system by this under- 
lying socio-cultural problem is seen in what I have said about 
the two issues which to my mind have controlled the main course 
of modern thought:* “The problem of restoring integration and 
coSperation between man’s beliefs about the world in which he 
lives and his beliefs about values and purposes that should 
direct his conduct is the deepest problem of any philosophy that 
is not isolated from that life.”* What is here designated by the 
phrase “beliefs about the world” is made explicit in a sentence 
of the next page: “Its [philosophy’s] central problem is the 
relation that exists between the beliefs about the nature of 
things due to natural science to beliefs about values — using that 
word to designate whatever is taken to have rightful authority 
in the direction of conduct.”* The other main problem has in 
verbal statement a more technical sound. It is “the problem of 
the relation of physical science to the things of ordinary ex- 
perience.’” 

This latter problem is closely connected with the first in as 
far as things desired and enjoyed — and disenjoyed — are among 
the things of ordinary experience and also provide the material 
of valuation- judgments. It involves, however, a somewhat dis- 

* There are also, it goes without saying, in the course of modern thought, a large 

number of questions of a more definitely technical sort, some of which are more 
closely connected with the main issue I state below and some more remotely. My 
technique has grown directly out of the problems and methods of historic philoso- 
phies. I hardly know any other way in which a competent technique can be 
formed; although it is possible that at times I have overdone the importance of 
obtaining technical skill. At least, were I to criticize my own writings, I should 
bring that charge rather than that of complete looseness which some critics find 
in what I have written. / 

* Quest for Certainty ^ 255. 

•Mii., 256. 

' Ibid. y 252. 
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tinctive set of problems, connected with the pre-experimental 
and pre-technological leisure class tradition, according to which 
the characteristic object of knowledge has a pri\nleged position 
of correspondence with what is ultimately “real,” in contrast 
to things of non-cognitive experiences, which form the great 
bulk of “ordinary experiences.” Most of the dualisms forming 
the stock problems of modern epistemological theory have orig- 
inated, as I have tried to show, out of the assumptions which 
generate these two problems. If, however, the philosophical 
theory of experience is brought up to date by acknowledgement 
of the standpoint and conclusions of scientific biology and cul- 
tural anthropology and of the import of the experimental 
method in knowing, these problems, I have argued, are “solved” 
by recognition that they depend upon premises inherited from 
traditions now shown to be false. Some of the gratuitous dual- 
isms done away with, I have argued, are those of the objective 
and subjective, the real and apparent, the mental and physical, 
scientific physical objects and objects of perception, things of 
experience and things-in-themselves concealed behind experi- 
ence, the latter being an impenetrable veil which prevents cog- 
nitive access to the things of nature.* 

The source of these dualisms, I have contended, is isolation 
of cognitive experience and its subject-matter from other modes 
of experience and thdr subject-matters, this isolation leading 
inevitably to disparagement of the things of ordinary qualitative 
experiences, those which are esthetic, moral, practical; to “der- 
ogation of the things we experience by way of love, desire, 
hope, fear, purpose and the traits characterizing human individu- 
ality”* — or else in an effort to justify the latter by assertion of 
a super-scientific, supra-empirical transcendent a 'priori realm. 
Now I did not invent these problems ; I found them controlling, 
often covertly rather than openly, the course of philosophic 
reflection and thereby deterniining conclusions reached. If the 
urgency of these problems is ignored or slighted (urgent in phi- 

“ Cf. the standpoint from which Santayana criticizes my view, a standpoint 
vitiated by its own uncritical assumption that the splits involved are matters of 
ordinary common sense acknowledged as such by every “candid” thinker. 

* Ibid.^ 219 , 
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losophy because urgent in actual cultural life when the latter is 
submitted to analysis)^ the context of the larger part of what I 
have written will be so missed that what 1 have said will seem 
to be a strange, a gratuitously strange, intellectual adventure, 
redeemed — ^if at all — only by the presence of a certain technical 
skill. For what has governed my discussion of historical systems 
— at first idealistic and realistic theories of knowledge and 
later the classic tradition as it has come down to us from Greece 
— ^is the belief that the cultural causes, scientific, political and 
economic, which led to the doctrine of the supremacy of the 
cognitive experience and the consequent supposed necessity for 
relegating the things of all non-cognitive experiences to an in- 
ferior status, no longer apply. On the contrary, I believe that 
the factors of the existing cultural situation, scientific, technologi- 
cal, and “social,” are such that philosophic theories which in 
effect, even if not in intent, are products of pre-scientific and 
pre-technological, dominantly leisure class conditions, are now 
as obstructive as they are unnecessary. 

I do not find that my critics have much to say about my 
criticism of the virtual irresponsibility of theories produced 
by isolation of cognitive experience, and by assertion of the 
exclusively “real” character of its subject-matter in contrast 
with that of the things of ordinary, chiefly non-cognitive, ex- 
perience. But these ideas when they govern philosophy (as 
a distinctive mode of knowledge) are the source of the notion 
that its business is to tell something about “ultimate reality” 
not told about in the natural sciences, so that in the end philos- 
ophy is separated from the sciences as well as set over against 
the things of ordinary experiences. I do not wish to intimate 
that no correct statements and valid criticisms of special points 
in my philosophic positions can be made unless their general 
setting is noted. But some of the accounts given of my ideas, 
together with the criticisms based on them, seem to me to have 
their source in the failure to take into consideration the con- 
textual problems by which my statements have their import 
determined — a failure especially marked, as is shown later, in 
the case of Dr. Murphy, in spite of his professed respect for the 
principle of Contextualism. 
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Among the contemporary factors which enable us to get 
away from issues that lack present support and relevance 
is the influence of biology and cultural anthropology in trans- 
forming traditional psychological views. The point to be borne 
in mind in this connection is the respective bearings of the old 
“subjectivistic” psychology and the new behavioral one upon 
the philosophical conception of experience. It is to me a very 
curious fact that some of my critics take for granted a mental- 
istic view of experience; so that they cannot help attributing to 
me that view when I speak of experience. In addition they so 
largely ignore the difEculties inherent in their own subjectivism: 
— difliculties that are recognized by Santayana, and that drive 
him into complete scepticism, tempered by a sudden and un- 
mediated practical jump of pure faith into the things of nature — 
a kind of arbitrary pragmatism from which I shrink. For it 
seems to me identical with the pragmatism sometimes attributed 
to Kant, although with the substitution of animal for moral 
faith on one side, and of a natural for the noumenal world on 
the other. The biological-anthropological method of approach 
to experience provides the way out of mentalistic into behavioral 
interpretation of experiencing, both in general and in its de- 
tailed manifestations. With equal necessity and pertinency, it 
points the way out of the belief that experience as such is in- 
herently cognitional and that cognition is the sole path that 
leads into the natural world. Anybody who accepts the socio- 
biological point of view is bound, I think, to raise sooner or 
later the questions I put forward in Studies in Logical Theory 
about the relations between dominantly esthetic, moral and 
affectional modes and subject-matters of experience and the 
cognitional mode and its subject-matter. I can see how this 
issue can be considered without arriving at the idea of “In- 
strumentalism.” But I believe the conclusion of any serious 
analysis will make the cognitional mode intermediate between 
an earlier, less organized, more confused and fragmentary sort 
of experienced subject-matter and one more ordered, clearer, 
freer, richer, and under better control as to its occurrence. 

The other fundamental consideration is drawn from a study 
of modern scientific method in its contrast with Greek and 
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medieval theory and practice of knowing. It is, of course, the 
importance of experimental method. If in this connection I 
have emphasized physical knowledge, it is not (as I have said 
many times) because the latter is the only kind of knowledge, 
but because its comparative matiuity as a form of knowledge 
exemplifies so conspicuously the necessary place and function 
of experimentation j whereas, in contrast, beliefs in moral and 
social subjects are still reached and framed with minimum re- 
gard for experimental method. 

I am aware that is is now not unusual to say that the value 
of experimental method is such a familiar commonplace that it 
is not necessary to dwell upon its implications j that putting 
it in antithesis to the theory of immediate knowing is but a 
case of slaying the dead. I wish this were so. If it were, I should 
feel that 1 had accomplished a large part of the purpose I set 
out to accomplish, and that philosophy would henceforth be 
free from this phase of epistemological doctrine. But I find the 
belief in immediate knowledge still flourishing, and I also find 
that a writer like Mr. Bertrand Russell can link my theory of 
knowledge and the place of experimentation (doing and mak- 
ing) in knowledge primarily with an age of industrialism and 
collective enterprise, so especially marked in this country as to 
make my philosophy peculiarly American. This view is a repe- 
tition of a position he took long ago. When, in 1922, he said 
that he found the “love of truth obscured in America by com- 
mercialism of which pragmatism is the philosophical expres- 
sion,” I remarked that the statement seemed to me to be “of that 
order of interpretation which would say that English neo- 
realism is a reflection of the snobbish aristocracy of the English 
and the tendency of French thought to dualism an expression 
of an alleged Gallic disposition to keep a mistress in addition 
to a wife.”'® And I still believe that Mr. Russell’s confirmed 
habit of connecting the pragmatic theory of knowing with ob- 
noxious aspects of American industrialism, instead of with the 
experimental method of attaining knowledge, is much as if I 
were to link his philosophy to the interests' of English landed 


Reprinted in Characters and Events, Vol. II, 543. 
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aristocraqr instead of with dominant interest in mathematics. 

Similarly, when 1 read that I eschew discussion of a certain 
problem because “my furfose is practical,” I am quite sure 
that all I have said — amounting first and last to a good deal — 
to the effect that my pragmatism affirms that action is involved 
in knowledge^ not that knowledge is subordinated to action or 
“practice,” has gone for naught — as it could hardly do if the 
emphasis upon experimental method were taken seriously. And 
I •should not be obliged to devote to the topic of truth the space 
later given to it, if what 1 have said about consequences were 
put in the context of experiment. The outcome of the opera- 
tions that are guided by a hypothesis is the only context in 
which consequences in my theory have anything to do with 
truth. Nor, were the point recognized, should I be compelled 
to repeat once more that, instead of holding that knowledge is 
instrumental to action and truth to personal satisfaction, what 
I have uniformly insisted upon is that knowledge when attained 
is the only medium to controlled enrichment and control of 
subsequent experiences of a qualitative non-cognitive type. As 
it is, however, I seem obliged to cite a passage like the follow- 
ing: 

Many critics take an “instrumental” theory of knowledge to signify 
that the value of knowing is instrumental to the knower. This is a matter 
which is as it may be in particular cases; but certainly in many cases the 
pursuit of science is carried on, like other sports, for its own satisfaction. 
Instrumentalism is a theory not about personal disposition and satisfac- 
tion in knowing but about the proper objects of science, “proper” being 
defined in terms of physics. 

And again. 

To say that knowledge as the fruit of intellectual discourse is an end 
in itself is to say what is esthetically and morally true for some persons, 
but it conveys nothing about the structure of knowledge ; it does not even 
hint that its objects are not instrumental. These are questions that can 
be decided only by an examination of the things in question. 

Earlier in the same paragraph, it is said to “be a priceless 
gain when it (gaining of knowledge) becomes an intrinsic de- 

” Experience and Nature, i$t. 
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light,” while it is also pointed out that the more this possibility 
is emphasized, the more imperative becomes the social problem 
of discovering why it is that such a relatively small number of 
persons enjoy the privilege/* In short, I think I have lived up, 
with reasonable faithfulness, to the principle stated in the en- 
suing passage: “Genuine intellectual integrity is found in ex- 
perimental knowing. Until this lesson is fully learned, it is not 
safe to dissociate knowledge from experiment nor experiment 
from experience.”” I shall indeed be most happy when the day 
comes when all I have said on this topic becomes superfluous. 

B. Experience and Empirical Method in Philosophy 

After this introduction, intended to place some of my leading 
ideas in their proper context, I come to the first of the three 
chief subjects to be taken up in my reply. Dr. Piatt remarks in 
his paper that understanding my position would be facilitated 
if more attention were paid to my naturalism and less to my 
empiricism. 1 fully agree, with the proviso that my idea of 
experience and hence of empirical method is naturalistic. I 
have already mentioned the potential effect of biological and 
anthropological knowledge in transforming the older psycho- 
logical and philosophical idea of experience. The modification 
thus effected is directly relevant to Mr. Russell’s notions that 
my philosophy is holistic and that my empiricism leads to sub- 
jectivism} to the interpretation placed by Mr. Pepper upon 
my use of such words as coherence, integration, wholes, etc.} 
to Mr. Santayana’s charge that my theory of experience com- 
mits me to a view that everything is “immediate foreground” so 
that there is no room left for nature as background} and, in 
a less direct way, to some of Mr. Reichenbach’s criticisms. I shall 
accordingly discuss the criticisms which bear upon this point, 
concluding this section of my reply with a few remarks suggested 
by Mr. Allport’s careful study of my psychological views. 

Ibid., Z03. The belief that a theory of knowing: which in its origin was 
inherently a leisure class theory has influence in justifying the state of society in 
which only a few are thus privileged, hence in perpetuating the latter condition, is 
a part of my complete theory. If that be commercialism, I do not know what 
humanism would be. 

Essays in Experimental Logic, 74.. 
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I, For many years I have consistently — and rather persis- 
tently — ^maintained that the key to a philosophic theory of 
experience must proceed from initially linking it with the proc- 
esses and functions of life as the latter are disclosed in biological 
science. So viewed, I have held that experience is a matter or 
an “aflFair” (^pace Mr. Santayana) of interaction of living crea- 
tures with their environments; human experience being what 
it is because human beings are subject to the influences of cul- 
ture, including use of definite means of intercommunication, and 
are what in anthropological jargon are called acculturated organ- 
isms. I am naturally somewhat surprised, accordingly, when I 
find that Mr. Santayana sets forth as something he takes to be 
in complete opposition to my position, the idea expressed in the 
following sentence; “Every naturalist knows that this waking 
dream [immediate experience of things] is dependent for its 
existence, quality, intensity and duration on obscure processes 
in the living body, in its interplay with the environment; proces- 
ses which go back, through seeds, to the first beginnings of life 
on earth.” For in some fundamental respects this view of ex- 
perience seems to be just that which I have consistently taken, 
his word interplay being synonymous with my word interaction. 
However, the phrase “waking dream” gives pause to complete 
identification of our two views, w'here the advantage, from the 
standpoint of common sense, seems to be on the side of my view. 

However, there is a certain ambiguity in the sentence quoted 
from Mr. Santayana, which possibly throws light upon why he 
takes experience to be but a w'aking and specious dream. The 
ambiguity is found in the phrase “obscure processes in the 
living body;” for, if these obscure processes are isolated from 
connection with organic activities which, in their interaction with 
environment, constitute Lije, dependence of experience upon 
obscure occurrences in the inside of the organism certainly 
does cut experience off from intrinsic connection with environ- 
ing conditions and render it a mere parasitic attachment to a 
private body. However, this interpretation of the phrase as an 
explanation of why Santayana regards experience as a dream, 
as specious, as a veil drawn between us and nature, is specu- 
lative. It is safer to suppose that he starts from the tradi- 
tional “mentalistic” view of British psychology; and yet he 
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takes sufficient cognizance of biological facts to connect it with 
the body in its interplay with environment. For the product of 
this combination — of Lockeian psychology with a reference to 
the organism — ^is a view in which an experience is a dream, 
while the dream is a product of interplay of a body with en- 
vironing conditions. 

Since, on the contrary, I begin with experience as the mani- 
festation of interactions of organism and environment, it fol- 
lows that the distinction between the things of a dream and of 
waking life is one to be itself stated in terms of different modes 
of interaction, so that it is pointless to call them both “dreams.” 
At ail events, it is only because he attributes to me the idea of 
experience which he himself holds — a view that seems to me 
to involve a complete abandonment oi the professed naturalistic 
standpoint — that he draws the conclusions he sets forth from 
what he takes to be rny view.” 

Because of Mr. Santayana’s own view of experience and his 
notion that no intelligent person can have any idea of “experi- 
ence” save that put forth in orthodox British “mentalism,” he 
attributes to me the monstrous position that “only the immediate 
is realj” a view that is obviously contradicted by the idea of 
experience as an interaction of organism and environmenr. Then 
when he finds that the implications of the latter view art in fact 
carried out in my writings, he decides that in addition to pure 
subjectivism I hold to an external behaviorism in which there 
is nothing immediate or consu minatory and to identification of 
experience with conventions. Such a combination of contradic- 
tions, did it represent my philosophy, would confer a certain 
pre-eminence, although not an enviable one, uoon my ideas. 
It is, however, Mr. Santayana’s premises, not mine, which make 
experience merely immediate, specious and illusory, with Nature 
so completely screened by it that the uiiiy possible Naturalism 
is a gesture of genuflection aimed blindly in the direction of 
an object of pure faith. 
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However, lest my reply here merely take the form of an 
ad hominem comparison of the respective merits of our two 
views, let me say a few words of a more general character. If 
the things of experience are produced, as they are according 
to my theory, by interaction of organism and environing condi- 
tions, then as Nature’s own foreground they are not a barrier 
mysteriously set up between us and nature. Moreover the or- 
ganism — ^the self, the “subject” of action, — ^is a factor within 
experience and not something outside of it to which experiences 
are attached as the self’s private property. According to my 
view a characterization of any aspect, phase, or element of 
experience as mine is not a description of its direct existence but 
a description of experience with respect to some special prob- 
lem for some special purpose, one which needs to be specified.” 
So much for alleged subjectivism, though I cannot refrain from 
once more asking how those who hold a purely “subjectivistic” 
idea of experience provide means for ever getting outside of its 
charmed circle. Mr. Santayana, at least, sees the need of some 
device and hence provides “animal faith” as the recourse of 
otherwise helpless “experience.” 

The account does not close here. I have repeatedly stated 
that an indispensable part of my theory is the fact that experi- 
ence as an interaction consists of connections between doing- 
imdergoing-doing . . . , and that the connections between the 
two, when they are noted and formulated, give rise to the dis- 
tinctively cognitive experience; namely, a perception of rela- 
tions which are mediated and mediating. I have pointed out 
the fallacy of supposing that because an experience is immediate 
in its existence — or is directly just what it is and nothing else — 
its subject-matter must be immediate. My theory of the rela- 
tion of cognitive experiences to other modes of experience is 
based upon the fact that connections exist in the most imme- 
diate non-cognitive experlence,'and when the experienced situa- 
tion becomes problematic, the connections are developed into 

” AlthouR:h the required specification is not particularly an issue here, I point 
out that I have several times suggested that reference of a specified experience to 
“me,” like a reference to “you,” arises in those social interactions in which there 
is need for assuming responsibility . 
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distinctive objects of knowledge, whether of common sense or 
of science.'* The significance of experience as foreground is 
that the foreground is of such a nature as to contain material 
which, when operationally dealt with, provides the clews that 
guide us straight into Nature’s background and into Nature as 
background. If philosophical writers would and could only for- 
get their own dominating foreground of mentalistic psycho- 
logical interpretation of experience, the historic course of the ex- 
periential development of the sciences out of experiences of the 
sort found among savage peoples would suffice to prove that ex- 
perience is in fact of this sort. The proof would be reinforced by 
noting what happens whenever out of experiences previously 
had there develops a new experience based upon and containing 
juster and deeper cognitive insight into the world in which 
we live. 

Some of my critics say that my philosophy does not tell 
much about the environing world which is discovered when 
experience takes on the cognitive phase. I hope this statement, 
though offered as an indictment, is correct. For, according to my 
view, the actual inquiries constituting the sciences of astronomy, 
archaeology, botany, down through the alphabet to the zed of 
zoology, are the procedures which tell us about the environ- 
ing world; they tell because they follow out clews present in 
actually had experiences. The business of philosophy, in logic 
or the theory of knowledge, is not to provide a rival account 
of the natural environment, but to analyze and report how and 
to what effect inquiries actually proceed, genetically and func- 
tionally, in their experiential context. In this connection, I quote 
the following extraordinary passage from Santayana’s essay: 
“Suppose I say that everything ideal emanates from something 
natural. Dewey agrees, understanding that everything remote 
emanates from something immediate. But what I meant was that 
everything immediate emanates from something biological.” 
Eliminating the effect of an aura that clings to the word “ema- 
nates,” the view stated in the last sentence is also mine. But 

* Long ago I learned from William James that there are immediate experiences 
of the connections ling-uistically expressed by conjunctions and prepositions. My 
doctrinal position is but a generalization of what is involved in this fact. 
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I recognize frankly the circular movement involved, and that 
the experience which results from interaction with environing 
conditions contains within itself relations which when followed 
out tell us about the biological and about the further back- 
ground — astronomical and geological. In other words, the proof 
of the fact that knowledge of nature, but not nature itself, 
“emanates” from immediate experience is simply that this is 
what has actually happened in the history or development of 
experience, animal or human on this earth — the only alterna- 
tive to this conclusion being that in addition to experience as 
a source and test of beliefs, we possess some miraculous power 
of Intuitive insight into remote stellar galaxies and remote geo- 
logical eons. In the latter case, it is strange that astronomers 
and geologists have to work so hard to get first certain direct 
observational experiences and then to get those other experiences 
by whose aid they interpret and test the evidential value of 
what is observed. I am compelled to decide that the chief dif- 
ference between myself and some of my critics is that I succeeded 
finally in freeing myself from observation of certain facts only 
through the medium of the traditional “subjective” view of 
experience, while these facts are still seen by my critics through 
the refracting medium of an uncriticized psychological doctrine. 

II. When I turn to Mr. Reichcnbach’s paper, discussion finds 
itself in a context where there is agreement upon certain basic 
points. We have empiricism in common, and he also agrees 
with me — as against early logical positivists and Mr. Russell, 
at least in one of liis periods — that experience as such cannot 
be reduced to sense data, since immediate reality in experience 
consists “of things, not of qualities.” To a certain extent, I think, 
the further difference between us is lexicographical, due to dif- 
ferent habitual associations with certain words, illustrated by 
the fact that he interprets “subjective” to mean — if I under- 
stand him aright — that which -is influenced or affected by the 
action of the organism in that particular respect or capacity} 
whereas I give the word an objectionable metaphysical or episte- 
mological meaning. However, since Mr. Reichenbach also makes 
the word synonymous with afferent and places what is desig- 
nated by it in antithesis to the objective and real^ the diflterence 
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between us is not wholly linguistic, even though Mr. Reichen- 
bach expressly repudiates the traditional metaphysical meaning 
of the words. In any case, since Mr, Reichenbach bases his justi- 
fication for use of the words upon my idea about the relation 
of the distinctive object of science to the subject-matter of per- 
ceptual experience, the need for special discussion of the latter 
point is clearly indicated. 

The foundation of his criticism is the belief that my identifica- 
tion of the scientific object with relations y instead of with some 
kind of existing non-relational things, commits me to the doc- 
trine of the ** non-reality** of scientific objects. This point is so 
fundamental that I am grateful to Dr. Reichenbach for the op- 
portunity to discuss the matter. For I certainly have never 
intended to say anything which could lead directly or indirectly 
to a belief that I hold a ^‘non-realistic interpretation of scientific 
concepts.” On the contrary — ^as is indicated in what I have said 
in immediately preceding pages — the actual operative presence 
of connections (which when formulated are relational) in the 
subject-matter of direct experience is an intrinsic part of my 
idea of experience. I am obliged, then, to conclude that Dr. 
Reichenbach holds to that traditional particularistic empiricism 
according to which “relations” have not the empirical reality 
possessed by things and qualities, so that attribution of the 
same view to me logically makes relational objects unreal. This 
interpretation is borne out by Mr. Reichenbach’s reference to 
the “nominalistic reduction of abstracta to concreta,” which 
he assumes to be involved in the empiricism common to both 
of us. But just here is where the view of experience as the mani- 
festation of interactions of an acculturated organism — in the 
case of human experience — ^with environment differs from 
traditional empiricism. Mr. Reichenbach, as 1 see his position, 
has advanced beyond traditional psychological empiricism to 
the point of admitting things as material of direct experience 
instead of just separate qualities. But he has not gone on to the 
point of admitting that actions and modes of actions, ways of 
operating, arc also contained in what is directly experienced. Yet 
if one starts with the biological-cultural approach to the theory 
of experiencing, the presence of native and acquired (like habits) 
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general ways of behavior is an unescapable datum.” 

Mr. Reichenbach, however, quotes from my writings a pas- 
sage whose interpretation may seem to justify attribution to me 
of denial of the reality of scientific objects. The passage reads: 
“The physical object, as scientifically defined, is not a duplicated 
real object, but is a statement ... of the relations between sets of 
changes the qualitative object sustains with changes in other 
things.” Now the treachery of words is such that this sentence 
taken by itself may seem to read like an assertion that the 
scientific object is not “real,” in spite of what is suggested by 
the word “duplicated.” The context in which the passage is 
located has to do with one of the two problems mentioned in 
my Introduction as central in modern philosophy; namely, the 
relation of the “conceptual” objects of physical science to things 
of ordinary perception. I cannot be accused of inventing this 
problem. Moreover, one solution for it has been a doctrine which 
makes perceived and “conceived,” or scientific, objects rival 
claimants for the position of being the “realities” knowledge 
is about. The sentence quoted is a denial of the validity of that 
view. What lies back of it is the belief that the qualitative traits 
of the things of ordinary common sense knowledge are not only 
legitimate but necessary in connection with one kind of problems, 
— those of use and enjoyment — , while the so-called “concep- 
tual” objects of science are legitimate and necessary for the kind 
of problems with which scientific inquiry is concerned. Hence 
they are not rival claimants for occupancy of the scat of “real” 
knowing; and one does not duplicate in “true” or objective fash- 
ion what the other presents in a merely apparent and subjective 
fashion.'" Or, as I have put the matter elsewhere, “The pro- 
cedure of physics itself, not any metaphyical or epistemological 
theory, discloses that physical objects cannot be individual ex- 

"Peirce’s prag-matic empirirism is of 'course explicit on this point. James some- 
times wavers, but his emphasis upon continuity and upon the motor factor are 
such as to take his theory definitely out of particulari-stic or nominalistic empiricism. 

“ That there is nothing’ peculiar to my form of pragmatism in the position 
taken about the scientific physical object may be seen in the fact that a writer like 
Broad can say “What really matters to science is not the inner nature of objects 
but their mutual relations.** Scientific Thought^ 39. 
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istential objects.*’** The phrase the “procedure of physics” is 
intended to point to the fact that the Newtonian-Lo^eian sup- 
posed primary qualities of mass, solidity, extension, etc., are 
now treated in physical science not as qualities but as strictly 
relational. 

What is meant by my statement that a scientific physical ob- 
ject is not a rival or duplicate of an object in the perceptual 
field may perhaps be made clearer if I mention a passage of mine 
which Mr. Reichenbach does not quote but which, I find, has 
been a stumbling-block to some readers in the past. The passage 
is the following: “The perceived and used table is the only 
table.”*® Now this passage, because of the use of the word only, 
might be taken to deny that a scientific physical object exists. 
If the passage had read: “The perceived and used table is the 
only table** the italics might have warded ofF misinterpreta- 
tion. For it would have indicated that it was not the existence 
of a swarm of atoms (electrons, etc.) in rapid movement which 
was denied, but the notion that this swarm somehow constitutes 
a ghostly kind of table y instead of being just what it is in terms 
of electrons, deuterons, etc. One would hardly put books or 
dishes on the latter or sit down before it to eat. That the table 
as a perceived table is an object of knowledge in one context as 
truly as the physical atoms, molecules, etc., are in another situ- 
ational context and with reference to another problem is a posi- 
tion I have given considerable space to developing.” 

Pragmatic philosophers did not invent the idea of the nature 
of the scientific object here put forth. Long ago attention was 
called to the fact that English physicists tend to seek for literal 
models, while as a rule French physicists are content with in- 
terpreting physical objects symbolically rather than literally. 
Duhem, for example, many years ago presented a view which 
amounted in effect to saying that scientific objects are symbolic 
devices for connecting together the things of ordinary experi- 

Quest for Certainty, 1411 a passage in which, I hope, the word “individual” 
protects the sentence from the misunderstanding the other sentence may give ground 
for — for individual is here contrasted with relational as genetal. 

“ Quest for Certainty, 240. 

“The position that perceived objects arc not as such cognitional is consistent 
with the position that what is perceived may be involved in inquiry. 
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ence. Others have held that they were devices for feidlitating 
and directing predictions. Now my view does not go as far 
as these. Its import may be gathered from the following illus- 
tration. Suppose one of those persons of extraordinarily keen 
vision who abound in the Grimm fairy tales were in fact to see, 
sensibly to perceive, an object which had all the qualities a 
physicist attributes to the atom. He would surely see something. 
But would he see an atom in the definite sense of seeing that 
which is an object of physical science? I can find but one pos- 
sible answer, namely: “It depends. If he himself has had a 
scientific training and if in sensibly perceiving this particular 
thing he explicitly identifies it as having all the relational prop- 
erties required by the scientific theory of atomic structure and 
with no properties incompatible with the latter, the answer is 
Yes. But if he sees it merely as another man of lesser power of 
vision sees a rock, the answer is No.” In other words, it is not 
just the thing as perceived, but the thing as and when it is 
placed in an extensive ideational or theoretical context within 
which it exercises a special office that constitutes a distinctively 
physical scientific object. 

The exigencies of discussion have taken me beyond the topic 
of experience over into the topic of knowledge, discussed at 
greater length later in my reply. I return now to the connection 
that exists in my theory between thq scientific physical object and 
the qualitative experienced situation. For, according to my view 
of the latter, the definitely relational objects of science are pro- 
duced when connections existing in the immediate situation are 
noted and formulated, the latter process involving elaboration 
in discourse. If, however, the operational presence of general 
modes of activity (constituting connections') in the material of 
ordinary experience is ignored (if, in the sense in which “thing” 
is an equivalent of the Latin reSy it is not noted that a way of 
behaving is a “thing”), then the general and relational character 
of scientific objects must be denied by a professed empiricist. 
Such a denial has been and will continue to be the occasion for 
the promulgation of transcendent aprioristic rationalism.®* 

* TTiis is perhaps as good a place as any to say that in the sense in which Piatt 
uses the word rationalism my theory is rationalistic, though 1 much prefer the word 
inUlligence to reason because of the long anti-empirical history back of the latter 
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I am sorry that I cannot give to the illustrations presented by 
Mr. Reichenbach the attention they deserve. About the alleged 
perceptual bent stidc in water, let me say that the ray of light 
is bent — there is no illusion or “appearance” about that. It is not 
scientific knowledge which substitutes bending of light, as it 
passes from one medium to another, for bending of the stick. 
For “bent” and “crooked” in objects of perception are matters 
of motor adaptive responses. I doubt if any oarsman ever failed 
to make the correct response, the response being “correct” be- 
cause it produces the consequences intended in the act of using 
the oar. The boatman, then, never supposed the oar was bent. A 
fisherman who catches fish by spearing them requires but a few 
trials, with no help from “science,” to form a habit that is ex- 
pressed in effective motor adjustments.** What science does is 
not to correct the thing of ordinary experience by substituting 
another thing but to explain the former. Moreover, the object 
as perceived can be explained only by giving the “appearance” 
full standing as it occurs} and explanation takes the form of 
a correlation, general in nature, between changes in the density 
of media and changes in the refractive index of light} the cor- 
relation being the scientific “physical object” in this case, so that 
the illustration would seem to prove my definition.** 

Another instance cited by Mr. Reichenbach seems to me most 
naturally interpreted in my sense rather than in his — the in- 
stance namely of a needle on a dial, the motion of which is most 

word. The kind of priori** which Mr. Piatt mentions (and which is involved 
in my theory) is so radically different from the fixed a priori located in and 
furnished by the inherent nature of Mind, IntellectuSy Purus^ Reason as Nous^ figur- 
ing in the history of thought, that it seems to me the words rationalism and a priori 
should be either avoided, or else used only with explanatory qualification. 

** It seems to me that the problem with which Mr. Reichenbach is concerned 
is of the same order as one that used to be discussed In psychological texts: How 
does it happen we sec things upright when “images” on the retina are inverted? 
The problem arose only because the phenomena were placed in a cognitive context 
instead of in a stimulus-response context. We don’t first see and “know” that the 
images are inverted, and then correct by appealing to scientific knowledge. We 
Uarn to make effective motor responses, and if and when they arc acquired the 
nature of the stimulus is for perceptual experience a matter of no bearing or 
relevancy. 

“The meaning of explanation as here used is %inctional — that of bringing a 
given set of cases into relation with sets that are of a different kind with respect 
to qualitative considerations so that free and systematic inference is possible. 
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regularly employed as a register of velocity or to serve as a 
speedometer. The index may, however, be moved by changes 
induced by a magnet without the occurrence of locomotion in 
space. 1 am tmable to see the relevancy of distinctions of the real 
and apparent, the objective and subjective in cases like this. If a 
person who has formed the habit of making a motor response to 
the movement of an index hand as a sign of a rate of speed 
should apply that habit when the change of position of the index 
hand is a sign of something quite different, there is certainly a 
maladjustment in a stimulus-response situation. A habit formed 
under a given set of conditions, which have been constant in the 
past, does not work when the conditions in which that habit is 
effective are suddenly changed — and yet as a habit it will tend 
to operate. This is a very common source of mistakes — ^that is, 
of taking things amiss in action. Why it should be necessary to 
have recourse to the categories of “subjective” and “objective,” 
“real” and “apparent,” in connection with such cases I do not 
seej — save that the systematic neglect by traditional psychology 
of motor and active elements in the make-up of experiences has 
deprived those who accept such a psychology of the natural — 
and naturalistic — means of describing what happens. 

III. There is some ground for thinking that my emphatic 
affirmation of the “reality” of the qualities of directly experi- 
enced things has had some effect in leading Reichenbach to sup- 
pose that I deny or am doubtful about the “reality” of scientific 
objects. In this respect, I agree with him that it would have been 
better to employ a more neutral word than “real,” namely 
existential. But I fear that this linguistic change does not remove 
the actual difference between us. When I used the word real 
in the following passage (which he quotes from me), I used a 
word that is unfortunately highly ambiguous, so that I must 
accept partial responsibility for any misunderstanding occasioned: 
“Dreams, insanity, and fantasy -are natural products, as ‘real’ 
as anything in the world.” I now see that I should not have de- 
pended upon the use of quotation marks about real to protect 
the sentence from misconception, even in connection with the 
phrase “natural products.” The meaning of the passage is less 
ambiguously conveyed in a sentence on the page previous to the 
one from which it is quoted, where all qualities, the tertiary 
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and those usually called “subjective,” are said to be “as much 
products of the doings of nature as are color, sound, pressure, 
perceived size and distance.”** It means that as manifestations 
of interactions of a naturally existent organism and existent en- 
vironing conditions all experienced materials stand on exactly 
the same level. But it does not mean that with respect to their 
evidential value, their function as dependable signs, they stand 
on the same leveL On the contrary, I have repeatedly insisted 
that experiential control of what is directly given, a control 
which analyzes that material into simpler, more “elementary” 
data, is necessary for valid inference and hence whenever cogni- 
tion comes into the picture. Hence I have held that any signifi- 
cation justifiably assignable to the words “real” and “apparent,” 
“subjective” and “objective,” has to do with experienced mate- 
rials in their evidential, signifying function, and does not belong 
to them in their original and innocent occurrence. For this rea- 
son I do not see that my acceptance of the word ^*e>dstentiaV* in 
place of the ambiguous and hence objectionable word ^'reaV* 
would, in spite of its being an improvement in expression, re- 
move the basic difference between us. For what to me is a differ- 
ence arising within the reflective or cognitive use of primary 
experiential material, is to Mr. Reichenbach a difference be- 
tween that primary material itself, which is inherently only 
“apparent,” and the material of cognition as “real.”** 

Hence I agree fully with the statement that “the distinction 
between ‘appearance’ and ‘reality’ is a basic need for constructing 
a consistent picture of the everyday world, in particular the 
world of action.” But (aside from wishing that less ambiguous 
words be found) I point out that the problem of forming a 

* Quest for Certainty, 239. 

“As a verbal matter, the words affarent, real, subjective, objective are so 
loaded with metaphysical and epistemological debris, that the force of the distinc- 
tion would, it seems to me, be much better indicated by words like dependable 
and unreliable qua evidential; relevant and irrelevant ; effective and iutilei direc^ 
live and misleading — all being used in a specified functional sense. That sometimes 
material is undependable in its evidential function because it is overloaded with 
qualities that are due to the organism’s share in the organic-etivironment interaction 
is certainly true — as in the tendency to clothe natural occurrences with animistic 
properties. But elimination of this source of error does not involve, as far as I can 
see, any other principle than that involved in every experimental determination of 
data as appropriate and effective. 
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consistent pcture of the world obviously falls within a definitely 
cognitive context, and is thus secondary and derived as compared 
with the materials of primary non-cognitive experiences. In 
leaving this phase of the matter, 1 may say that, so far as 1 am 
aware, there is nothing peculiarly pragmatic in this special 
phase of my general doctrine, but that the position I have taken 
follows directly from a thoroughly naturalistic treatment of ex- 
perience in general, and of experiences in their plural occur- 
rence. I am, however, more concerned here to make my own 
position clear, leaving its correctness or incorrectness to be 
judged after it has been made clear, than to engage in contro- 
versy with Mr. Reichenbach on this particular point.*' So I con- 
clude with saying that the plausibility of the contention that the 
qualitative objects of direct experience are ^Wef laced** by other 
objects through the intervention of inferential processes, of the 
same type that lead to scientific objects, depends upon a confu- 
sion of the function performed by adaptive motor responses in 
things of ordinary experience with the function performed by 
controlled and systematic inference in cognitive experience of 
the scientific type. 

By way of further clearing up my own position I would point 
out that I hold that the word “subject,” if it is to be used at all, 
has the organism for its proper designatum. Hence it refers to 
an agency of doing, not to a knower, mind, consciousness or what- 
ever. If the words “subject” and “object” are to be set over 
against each other, it should be in those situations in which a 
person, self, or organism as a doer sets up purposes, plans, to 
realize the execution of which is resisted by environing conditions 
as they exist. An object, as Professor Gildersleeve wittily sug- 
gested a good many years ago, is that which objects: that which 
gets in the way of the carrying out of some plan entertained by 
a person — ^where the word person has the denotative force of 
John Smith and Mary Jones. A person on this view is one 

^ Yet 1 cannot refrain from saying* that (as Reichenbach’s Experience and 
Prediction clearly shows) upon his view the existence of an “external world” 
is a problem for philosophy, whereas according to my view the problem is arti- 
ficially generated by the kind of premises I call epistemological. When we act and 
find environing things in stubborn opposition to our desires and efforts, the ex- 
ternality of the environment to the self is a direct constituent of direct experience. 
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existing thing in the world — one “object” among other objects 
whose distinguishing traits are to be learned by inqmry, just as 
the difference between cats and dogs as things in the actual 
world is learned. I submit that if the words 'personal and im- 
personal were uniformly prefixed to things (“objects” in the 
sense in which they are linguistically identified with things) 
instead of the words “subjective” and “objective,” an artificial, 
because gratuitously instituted, problem would be eliminated. 

There remains in connection with this part of Mr. Reichen- 
bach’s paper, the matter of “tertiary qualities” in relation to 
valuation. It is of course an inherent part of the naturalistic 
view of experience that affective qualities are products of the 
doings of nature — of the interaction of an organism and en- 
vironmental conditions. It also follows that as direct qualities 
their reference is primarily to the carrying on of life processes — 
I hardly need do more than allude to the qualities of things as 
loved and feared. If the object of science is something which is 
related as a real thing to a thing of direct experience as merely 
apparent, and if it has to be made, by means of inferential proc- 
esses, to replace the latter, it is clear that no such scientific re- 
placing object exists in the case of things of desire, affection and 
direct enjoyment. From this point of view the possibility of 
scientifically valid objects of valuation as a foim of knowledge 
is ruled out from the start. But if the scientific object is a gener- 
alized constant correlation of sets of changes, there is no in- 
superable object set up by premises laid down in advance. 
Correlations between changes that form conditions of desires, 
etc., and changes that form their consequences when acted upon, 
have the same standing and function in this field that physical 
objects have in their field. 

There are many practical difficulties to be overcome in de- 
veloping the methods of inquiry that will enable conclusions 
regarding such correlations to be reached. But as distinct from 
the position taken by Mr. Reichenbach there is no inherent theo- 
retical bar on my view to some day succeeding.®® 
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IV. Other criticisms of my theory of experience are connected 
with the fact that 1 have called experiences situations, my use 
of the word antedating, I suppose, the introduction of the field 
idea in physical theory, but nevertheless employed, as far as I 
can see, to meet pretty much the same need — a need imposed by 
subject-matter not by theory. The need in both cases — ^though 
with different subject-matters — ^is to find a viable alternative 
to an atomism which logically involves a denial of connec- 
tions and to an absolutistic block monism which, in behalf 
of the reality of relations, leaves no place for the discrete, for 
plurality, and for individuals. In philosophy there is also the 
need to find an alternative for that combination of atomistic 
particularism with respect to empirical material and Platonic 
a priori realism with respect to universals which is professed, 
for example, in the philosophy of Mr. Russell. According to the 
naturalistic view, every experience in its direct occurrence is an 
interaction of environing conditions and an organism. As such 
it contains in a fused union somew^a/ experienct?^ and some 
processes of experiencwg. In its identity with a life-function, it 
is temporally and spatially more extensive and more internally 
complex than is a single thing like a stone, or a single quality 
like red. For no living creature could survive, save by sheer 
accident, if its experiences had no more reach, scope or content, 
than traditional particularistic empiricism provides for. On the 
other hand, it is impossible to imagine a living creature coping 
with the entire universe all at once. In other words, the theory 
of experiential situations which follows directly from the bio- 
logical-anthropological approach is by its very nature a via 
media between extreme atomistic pluralism and block universe 
monisms. Which is but to say that it is genuinely empirical in a 
naturalistic sense. 

Mr. Russell, however, finds that what I write about situations 
as the units of experience springs from and leads directly to 
the Hegelian variety of absolutism. One indirect reason he 
presents for this belief, when it is put in the form of an argu- 
ment, runs somewhat as follows: Mr. Dewey admits not only 
that he was once an Hegelian but that Hegel left a permanent 
deposit in his thought; Hegel was a thoroughgoing holist; 
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therefore, Dewey uses “situation” in a holistic sense. I leave it 
to Mr. Russell as a formal logician to decide what he would 
say to anyone who presented this argument in any other con- 
text. The following argument answers perhaps more to Mr. 
Russell’s idea of inductive reasoning. British philosophy is ana- 
lytic; Dewey not only leans to the Continental synthetic tend- 
ency but has vigorously criticized British analytic thought; 
therefore, his identification of an experience with a situation 
commits him to “holism.” 

Coming to a more relevant matter, the interpretation put by 
Mr. Russell upon quotations of passages in which 1 have used 
the word situation contradicts what, according to my basic leading 
principle, is designated by it.” This position, however, is not just 
a necessary implication of that principle. The pluralistic and 
individualized character of situations is stated over and over 
again, and is stated moreover in direct connection with the prin- 
ciple of the experiential continuum. Take for instance the fol- 
lowing passage: 

Situations are precarious and perilous because the persistence of life- 
activity depends upon the influence which present acts have upon future 
acts. The contimity of a life-process is secured only as acts performed 
render the environment favorable to subsequent organic acts. . . . All 
perceived objects are individualized. They are, as such, wholes complete 
in themselves. Everything directly experienced is qualitatively unique.” 

I lay no claim to inventing an environment that is marked by 
both discreteness and continuity. Nor can I even make the more 
modest claim that I discovered it. What I have done is to inter- 
pret this duality of traits in terms of the identity of experience 
with life-functions. For in the process of living both absorp- 
tion in a present situation and a response that takes account of 
its efFect upon the conditions of later experiences are equally 

” Mr. Savery has not had Mr. Russell’s difficulty in understanding my point of 
view. Cf. his remark “Concatenism is, then, a via media between monism and 
monadism. It is the only form of pluralism that is intellectually tenable.** There 
can be no genuine continuity unless an experience, no matter how unique or indi* 
vidualized in its own pervasive quality, contains within itself something that points 
to other experiences — or, in Mr, Savery*s phrase, unless experiences "over/ap** with 
respect to their subject-matters. 

* Qufst for Cerfainiy, 134. 
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necessary for maintenance of life. From one angle, almost every- 
thing I have written is a commentary on the fact that situations 
are immediate in their direct occurrence, and mediating and 
mediated in the temporal continuum constituting life-experience. 

I have pointed out that one person cannot communicate an 
experience as immediate to another person. He can only invite 
that other person to institute the conditions by which the person 
himself will have that kind of situation the conditions for which 
are stated in discourse. Even if this difficult condition is fulfilled, 
there is no assurance that any one will so act as to have the ex- 
perience. The horse led to water is not forced to drink. This pre- 
dicament has to be faced by the experimentalist in physical in- 
quiry. He, however, can describe the experimental set-up, the 
material involved, the apparatus employed, the series of acts 
performed, the observations which result and state the conclu- 
sions reached. But even so it is up to other inquirers to take this 
report as an invitation to have a certain experienced situation and 
as a direction as to how to obtain it. T his predicament is inherent ^ 
according to genuine empiricismy in the derived relationship of 
discourse to primary experience. Any one who refuses to go 
outside the universe of discourse — as Mr. Russell apparently 
does — has of course shut himself off from understanding what 
a “situation,” as directly experienced subject-matter, is. 

An almost humorous instance of such refusal and its conse- 
quences is found when Mr. Russell writes: “We are told very 
little about the nature of things before they are inquired into.” 
If I have said or tried to say the tiniest bit about the “nature of 
things” prior to inquiry into them, I have not only done some- 
thing completely contradictory to my own position but something 
that seems to me inherently absurd. Or if, as is possible, what 
the passage means is that, even after inquiry has been carried 
on, I still do not tell what things were like before the time in 
which the inquiry was undertaken, I can only say that I have 
always supposed that this sort of telling is the specific business 
of the inquiries themselves. I plead guilty to not having written 
into my philosophical writings an encyclopedia of the conclu- 
sions of all the sciences. Whatever Mr. Russell may have meant 
by the sentence quoted, my position is that telling is (i) a matter 
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of discourse, and that (ii) all discourse is derived from and in- 
herently referable to experiences of things in non-discursive ex- 
periential having; — so that, for example, although it is possible 
to tell a man blind from birth about color, we cannot by discourse 
confer upon him that which is had in the direct experience of 
color — my whole position on this matter being a generalization 
of this commonplace fact. 

When Mr. Russell adds to the sentence just quoted from him, 
the phrase “we know, however, that, like dishonest politicians, 
things behave differently when observed from the way they 
behave when no one is paying attention to them,” I do not 
suppose he is intending to say that, according to the Heisenberg 
principle, minute particles moving at high velocities behave like 
dishonest politicians. I take it he is referring to something he 
regards as a legitimate inference from my position. In the 
latter case, it is probably well for me to state once more what 
my view is. It is that scientific knowledge has an effect upon 
things previously directly-experienced-but-not-known. Now this 
I should have supposed to be a conunonplace, although a com- 
monplace which philosophers have mostly not deigned to notice. 
It is commonly believed, for example, that persons behave some- 
what differently when they know they are mad than when they 
are mad without knowing it, and that a man who knows he is 
hungry will not behave in the identical way he behaves when he 
is hungry without being aware of it. Likewise with the knowl- 
edge of illness; the different kind of response engaged in is, ipso 
facto, a modification of the subject-matter of a previous non- 
cognitive experience. And, although the point involves trench- 
ing upon the topic of the second section of my reply, namely 
knowledge, I add here that I have not been guilty of the Irish 
bull with which I am occasionally charged. 1 have not held, as 
is intimated in Mr. RusselPs allusion to knowledge of sun and 
planets, that knowing modifies the object of knowledge. That a 
planet as known is a very different thing from the speck of light 
that is found in direct experience, I should suppose to be ob- 
vious; — although, once more, one of those coftimonplaces of 
which philosophers engaged in pursuit of an artificial problem 
have failed to take proper note. The fact that critics so readily 
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forget that the planet, rock (or whatever it is that is used, and 
which they imagine I hold to be modified by knowing), is al- 
ready an object of knowledge indicates that they hold that the 
entire subje<±-matter of philosophical theory is exhaustively 
contdned within the field of discourse. An empiricist will hold 
that subject-matter to be fhilosofhically understood has to be 
placed in its reference to subject-matter of directly experienced 
situations.” 

In this connection Mr. RusselPs belief that 1 hold that the 
“raw material remains unknowable* is peculiarly indicative. 
For it affords final proof that Mr. Russell has not been able to 
follow the distinction I make between the immediately had ma- 
terial of non-cognitively experienced situations and the material 
of cognition — a distinction without which my view cannot be 
understood. A typical illustration of what I mean by such non- 
cognitive experiences is found in my not infrequent statements 
to the effect that the assiunption of the ubiquity of cognitive ex- 
perience inevitably results in disparagement of things experi- 
enced by way of love, desire, hope, fear and other traits charac- 
teristic of human individuality. Instead, however, of holding 
that this material is wnknowabley my view is that when the situ- 
ations in which such material exists become froblematic, it pro- 
vides predsely that which is to be known by being inquired into. 
But apparently Mr. Russell is so wedded to the idea that there 
is no experienced material outside the field of discourse that any 
intimation that there is such material relegates it, if so facto, 
to the status of the ** unknowable** 

Although the point now to be explicitly mentioned concerns 
my theory of knowledge rather than my theory of experience, it 
is so directly connected with the “holistic” meaning Mr. Rus- 
sell reads into the word “situation” as used by me, that it is 
taken up here. Mr. Russell asserts that my use of the word 
“situation” commits me to the view that the entire universe is the 
only “real” object of knowledge, so that logically I am com- 
mitted to the view expressed by Bradley. It so happens that I 

** Stated in another way, the material of senfKitions, impressions, ideas as copies, 
etc., with which traditional empiricism has operated is material already taken out 
of the context of direct experience and placed in the context of material within 
discourse for the purpose of meeting the requirements of discourse. 



EXPERIENCE, KNOWLEDGE AND VALUE 549 

have explicitly stated the fundamental difference between my 
view and that of the Bradleyan type. I quote the passage because 
it shows, unless I am mistaken, that the so\irce of Russell’s mis- 
conception of my view is his imperviousness to what I have said 
about the problematic quality of situations as giving both the 
occasion for and the control of inquiry. 

The theory [that b, of the type just mentioned] thus radically mis- 
construes the unification towards which inquiry in its reflective mediate 
stage actually moves. In actual inquiry, movement toward a imified or- 
dered situation exists. But it is always a unification of the subject-matter 
which constitutes an mdividual froblematic situation. It is not unification 
at large. 

If, however, “the feature of unification is generalized beyond 
the limits in which it takes place, namely resolution of specific 
problematic situations ^ knowledge is then supposed to consist of 
attainment of a final all-comprehensive Unity, equivalent to 
the Universe as an unconditioned whole.”” 

V. Mr. Pepper in his comments on my esthetic theory makes 
words like coherence, whole, integration, etc,, the ground of his 
criticism, rather than situation. But since his charge of an “or- 
ganicism” has something in common with Russell’s charge of 
“holism,” I shall deal with his criticism at this point. I have, 
however, to introduce my remarks by saying something about 
the topic of method in connection with esthetic theory. Mr. 
Pepper refers to an attempt on his part at one time to derive a 
theory of esthetics, at least in outline, from the “implications 
of the general pragmatic attitude in the face of relevant facts,” 
and being led thereby to predict what a good pragmatist would 
say upon this subject. I cannot charge Mr. Pepper with trying 
to deduce, in a way opposed to pragmatic empiricism, esthetic 
theory from general premises in isolation from experienced sub- 
ject-matter. His phrase “in the face of relevant facts” protects 
him from this charge. Nevertheless I think his adoption of that 
method is the source of the criticisms he brings against me. For 
when he finds in my Art as Experience ideas put forward and 
words used that were not predicted in his scheme, he assumes 

** Logic, 531 (italics not in original text). The passage, however, is almost at 
the close of the book so that it may have escaped Mr. Russell’s attention. 
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that I have combined an anti-pragmatic position with a genu- 
inely pragmatic one, oscillating between the two. Now in my 
chapter in Art as Experience, I expressly objected to typical and 
to current philosophies of esthetics on the ground that they were 
not formed by examination of the subject-matter of esthetic 
and artistic experience but by deducing what the latter must be 
from antecedent preconceptions. The idea did not occur to me 
to employ myself the procedure I criticized when it was adopted 
by others. 

These remarks, I hope, serve to clarify the issue, which is 
whether words I have used in describing and analyzing esthetic 
subject-matter apply to genuine traits of the subject-matter; 
so that, whether or not some of them have also been used by 
idealist (organicist) writers on esthetics, they have a meaning 
consistent with naturalistic and pragmatic empiricism.** With 
respect to these issues, I call attention to the fact that in earlier 
writings I pointed out that the very type of philosophy Mr. Pep- 
per attributes to me arose historically precisely from the fact 
that Greek thinkers took categories which are applicable to 
works of art and to their enjoyed perception and then extended 
them to the whole universe where they are not applicable.** In 
other words, it is an integral part of my analysis of the material 
of esthetic experience that it, in distinction from the material of 
scientific and moral experience as such, has traits of qualitative 
wholeness, integration, etc., as genuinely characteristic of it. This 
point is the one to be critically appraised and objected to if my 
esthetic theory is erroneous. However, it is a point Mr. Pepper 
nowhere discusses. Apparently, my use of certain words suffices 

" It may be pointed out that a large group of biologists have reached, on what 
they take to be experimental scientific grounds, conclusions they call organismicy 
as over against previous “cellular” conceptions comparable in biology to old views 
of atomism in physics. I do not know whether Mr. Pepper would bring against 
them the kind of charge he brings against me, since they also use with great freedom 
words like ^hoUy integration^ etc. There* is, it seems to me, as much warrant in 
the one case as in the other. 

** Cf., for example, in Chapter III of my Experience and Nature (and, quite 
explicitly, the last chapter of my recent Logic,) the following sentence. “Their 
thinkers [those of Greece] were as much dominated by the esthetic characters of 
experienced objects as modern thinkers arc by their scientific and economic (or 
relational) traits.” 
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to render unnecessary discussion of the subject-matter which is 
the only criterion for judging the applicability of theories. 

In my Quest for Certainty I wrote as follows: 

There are situations in which self-enclosed, discrete, individualized 
characters dominate. They constitute the subject-matter of esthetic ex- 
perience ; and every experience is esthetic in so far as it is final, or arouses 
no search for some other experience. When this complete quality is con- 
spicuous the experience is denominated esthetic.*' 

Were one to try to guess in advance what I would be likely to 
say in a more extended discussion of art and esthetics, this pas- 
sage might form a point of departure. The question it raises is 
one of fact. Are there experiences of this kind? In the third 
chapter of my Art as Experience, this latter question is discussed 
at considerable length. The answer given is that every experi- 
ence to which the name an experience emphatically applies is 
of this nature. Such experiences, of course, can only be had and 
be pointed towards by discourse. But several pages are spent in 
indicating the traits to be looked for in them, as against experi- 
ences that are tight and constricted on one side, and loose, slack, 
sprawling on the other side. Throughout all subsequent chapters 
the words whole, complete, coherence, refer exactly and exclu- 
sively to the materials of these experiences which are individ- 
ualized and entire in the sense pointed out.’" 

The sole question at issue is then one of fact: Do or do not 
the objects of distinctively esthetic experiences have character- 
istics to which the words whole, integration, complete apply in 
that special sense which has been indicated? — z, sense which is 
special just because it belongs to experiences as esthetic and not 
to experiences of other kinds, and certainly not to the world at 
large as objects of distinctively cognitive experience. 

What I have just said exempts me, 1 believe, from responsi- 
bility of taking up one by one all the points made by Mr. Pepper, 

"P.*3S. 

*" For example it is pointed out that the subject-matter of an experience of 
knowing*, while the knowing is in progress, is such as to arouse search for some 
other experience, but that every conclusion reached after active search is ex- 
perienced as a finding of what has been searched for and in so far has esthetic 

quality. 
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since in each case I could only point to the special signification 
given the words used in the context of having an esthetic ex- 
perience, and raise the question of whether this subject-matter 
justifies use of the words in the sense given them. I shall deal 
briefly, however, with three of his points, (i) Instead of denying 
the importance of conflict in esthetic experience, I have empha- 
sized its indispensable function — see for example the references 
under Resistance in the Index. What I have done is to (^stinguish 
between the cases of conflict that lead to dispersion and disrup- 
tion (of which for example modern psychiatry gives so many 
examples), and those cases in which conflict and tension are con- 
verted into means of intensifying a consummatory appredation 
of material of an individual qualitative experience. The dis- 
tance which separates such a view from a “theory of harmony 
culminating in the great cosmic harmony of the absolute” is so 
vast as to confirm the impression that Mr. Pepper was led 
astray by ignoring what I said about the uniquely qualitative 
individualized and discrete aspect of the situations which have 
esthetic traits. 

Then (ii) there is my distinction between the raw material of 
a work of art which is said to belong to a “common world,” and 
not to be frivate — since it is common — , and the individual re- 
sponse of the personal and individualized vision and shaping 
activity of the artist by which otherwise common material is 
transformed into a work of art. Because I say — at least this is the 
only reason I have discovered — that treating the antecedent 
raw material as private, belonging merely to the artist’s own 
consciousness, takes us to “the state of the madhouse,” Mr. Pep- 
per finds something peculiarly organistic in this passage. The 
context shows clearly that I am distinguishing between fre- 
artistic material — ^which is common to the experience of many 
human beings — and the material of the work of art as such in 
which common material has been transformed into something 
individual, unique, through the vision and creative procedures 
of an artist.*’ The discussion in my text has for its context the 

^ I used, in sing^le quotes, the word ^universal’ as a synonym of **common,^* It 
may be that Mr. Pepper was unable to distinguish the word thus used from the 
‘^concrete universal*’ of idealistic philosophy. 
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old problem of the “representative” character of a work of artj 
my conclusion being that the material of the work of art as such 
is not representative of what existed before in experience since 
it represents a transformation of the material had in ordinary 
(common) experiences by transfusion through a new and indi- 
vidual mode of experience. If this view is wrong, it is the view 
to be criticized." 

Mr. Pepper is troubled (iii) by the fact that coherence of re- 
lations, even of inner relations, figures in my account of artistic 
form — for is not coherence a mark of the idealistic theory of 
knowledge, and “inner relations” the sign of its metaphysics? 
Let us, however, “look at the record” — ^in this case, my text. 
After defining form in terms of relations and esthetic form in 
terms of “completeness of relations in a given medium,” I go 
on directly to say: 

But “relation” is an ambiguous word. In philosophical discourse it is 
used to designate a connection instituted in thought. It then signifies 
something indirect, something purely intellectual, even logical. But “rela- 
tion” in its idiomatic usage denotes something direct and active, some- 
thing dynamic and energetic. It fixes attention upon the way things bear 
upon one another, their clashes and imitings, the way they fulfill and 
frustrate, promote and retard, excite and inhibit one another.” 

It hardly seems necessary to say any more about coherence and 
inner relations as they actually enter into my theory. I close 
by saying that I do not believe that any school of philosophy has 
a monopolistic hold upon the interpretation of such words as 
“whole, complete, coherence, integration,” etc. I am also con- 
vinced that the school of objective idealism has borrowed these 
traits from esthetic experiences, where they do have application, 
and has then illegitimately extended them till they became 
categories of the universe at large, endowed with cosmic import. 

* There is a touch of the humorous in the fact that Mr. Pepper reverses in this 
connection his previous dictum that for “organicism the coherence of feelings is 
central, while for pragmatism it is secondary and instrumental . . while for prag- 
matism quality is central and for organicism only a sort of corollary.” It is a 
reversal because when I say that the private, the feelings, is nq;t the subject-matter 
of a work of art, but things which, like qualities of color, sound, etc., are common, 
Mr. Pepper accuses me of deserting pragmatism for organicism. 

" /fri as Experience, 1 34. 
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I am not prq>ared to deny to writers of this school genuine es- 
thetic insights) and in so far as these insights are genuine, it is 
the task of an empirical pragmatic esthetics to do justice to them 
without taking over the metaphysical accretions. 

VI. What I have to say in connection with Dr. Allport’s paper 
about my psychological view fits in here perhaps as well as any- 
where else. First I want to say that I am gratefully appreciative 
of the painstaking study and faithful exposition an expert in 
this field has made of my scattered and, of late years, unprofes- 
sional writings. His criticisms are also just. Especially do I 
admit the truth of his remark that, although I have said that I 
regard psychology as indispensable for sound philosophizing at 
the present juncture, I have failed to develop in a systematic 
way my underlying psychological principles. Some at least of 
the criticisms of my theory of experience might have been 
averted if I had set forth my socio-biological psychology so as 
to show how and why, upon the negative side, many philosophi- 
cal ideas still put forth as fundamental and as all but axiomatic 
represent uncritical acceptance of psychological theories formed 
two centuries ago; and, upon the positive side, so as to show how 
and why I believe a sound psychology provides the basis for a 
theory of the nature of experiencing, and of its different modes 
and their connections with one another. I have made the mistake 
of treating as incidental certain psychological matters which are 
central in the present state of philosophy. I had no right to as- 
sume that philosophical readers were sufficiently in touch with 
newer developments in psychology so that my references to the 
latter could be left with little elaboration, I now see how far 
contemporary philosophy as a whole is from having appropri- 
ated and digested the main principles set forth even in the psy- 
chology of William James, 

The need for explicit statement is the greater because writers 
who proclaim the complete Independence of philosophy from 
psychology are often the very ones who can be most seriously 
charged with uncritical use of outmoded psychological ideas, as 
if they were matters of course too assured to need examination. 
This statement is particularly applicable wherever the ideas of 
subjective-objective, mental-physical come into play, and wher- 
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ever such a term as “sense-data” is employed as an objective or 
natural substitute for the older mentalistic word sensations. The 
influence of pre-biological psychology affects also the meanings 
attached to ideas and conceptions. As I remark from time to time 
in the course of my present reply, from the standpoint of a bio- 
logical-cultural psychology the term “subject” (and related 
adjectival forms) has only the signification of a certain kind of 
actual existence; namely, a living creature which under the in- 
fluence of language and other cultural agencies has become a 
person interacting with other persons (concrete human beings). 

In my theory of experience and of the experiential continuum, 
this way of regarding the subject (or self, or personal being, or 
whatever name is employed) is fundamental. For, although the 
psychological theory involved is a form of Behaviorism, it differs 
basically from some theories bearing the same name. In the 
first place, behavior is not viewed as something taking place in 
the nervous system or under the skin of an organism but always, 
directly or indirectly, in obvious overtness or at a distance 
through a number of intervening links, an interaction with en- 
vironing conditions. In the second place, other human beings 
who are also acculturated are involved in the interaction, includ- 
ing even persons at a great distance in space and time, because 
of what they have done in making the direct environment what 
it is. Were the presence of remote environmental influences, im- 
personal and personal, within direct experience recognized by my 
critics some of the objections brought would collapse, especially 
those which rest upon dialectical manipulation of the idea of 
“immediacy.” For although distant conditions are not present 
in persona propria^ they are present through their effects so that 
the latter provides matter usable as clews and evidential indica- 
tions that conduct inquiry to knowledge of the indefinitely re- 
mote. 

Returning now to specific criticisms of Dr. Allport, I am 
obliged to admit what he says about the absence of an adequate 
theory of personality. In a desire to cut loose from the influence 
of older “spiritualistic” theories about the nature of the unity 
and stability of the personal self (regarded as a peculiar kind 
of substantial-stuff), I failed to show how natural conditions 
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provide support for integrated and potentially equilibrated per- 
sonality-patterns. That this potenddly often fails of realization 
is sufficiently proved by psychiatric evidence. But the same evi- 
dence shows that conditions which produce integrated person- 
ality-patterns are as natural as are those which produce patho- 
logical human beings, the differences being due to different 
kinds of interactions. The same evidence is equally convincing 
as to the role of interactions with other persons in determining 
unified or divided personality patterns. Dr. Allport criticizes 
my writings in the field where the psychology of persons in 
their social (inter-personal) relations is peculiarly weighty, on 
the ground that I have failed to show the compatibility of a 
community of integrated persons with the variety of segmental 
types of publics which are due to specialization of interests and 
divisions of labor. I certainly admit that at the present time the 
problem is unsolved, and would go so far as to say that as a 
practical problem it is the problem of our day and generation. 
Need for a theory that would point the way in which efforts at 
practical solution should be directed is manifested in the present 
widespread reaction from atomistic “liberal” theories to totali- 
tarianism. But I cannot admit that the incompatibility between 
individual human beings integrated in themselves and a com- 
munity life marked by diversity of voluntary groups represent- 
ing different interests is inherent. It is an incompatibility which 
is historic and which is always changing its constituents so that 
the problems it sets have forever to be solved anew in construc- 
tion of new forms of social relationships. 

C. The Theory of Knowledge 
I. In taking up the second of the main heads under which 
I am arranging my comments, I begin with Dr. Murphy’s 
criticisms as they bear directly upon my theory of knowledge. 
In the case of his paper in partifular, I have to remind readers 
of a caution, already given, about the need of keeping in close 
touch with the text of the original contributions. For although 
he quotes, in connection with his discussion of special topics, a 
number of passages from my writings, in his statement of my 
basic theory of knowledge he neither quotes passages nor ^ves 
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references in support of his interpretation. Accordingly, although 
I quote his report of my supposed theory at some length, I must 
also ask readers to go directly to his paper. His general charge 
is that “the non-philosophical reader who studies the theory of 
inquiry in his [my] Logk^ or the theory of Nature in Experi- 
ence and Nature will not find what on the basis of the prospectus 
ofiFered he had a right to expect.” Now I do not know what 
criterion is implicit in the reference to a non-philosophical reader 
nor in the not infrequent references made to an “ordinary the- 
ory” of knowing. However, save perhaps as an indication of a 
certain undefined predilection on Mr. Murphy’s part, these 
allusions are not important. For the sequel makes it clear that 
Mr. Murphy believes that a philosophical reader will be simi- 
larly frustrated. He restates as the ground of his criticisms the 
alleged fact that, in spite of my nominal opposition to what I 
call epistemology, my theory of inquiry-knowing is so entangled 
in the latter that I have come far short of presenting an intelli- 
gible theory of knowing. 

What, then, acording to Mr. Murphy is my theory of in- 
quiry? Instead of taking us, he says, “as it should to such specific 
sorts of inquiry as serve in practice as our means of finding out 
about the environment or the consequences of human behavior 
in it,” my procedure, he claims, is as follows: 

It [my theory of inquiry] refers us instead to a theory about the role 
of ideas as instruments to be used in so altering a present indeterminate 
situation that an enjoyed future experience, itself non-cognitive but 
worth while on its own account, will reliably ensue, through the use of 
procedures which have proved their instrumental value in this capacity. 

At this point I regret all the more the complete absence of sub- 
stantiating or verifying references because I have tried in my 
Logic to do exactly the thing Mr. Murphy says I have not 
done; — ^namely, go to specific sorts of inquiry and reach a gener- 
alized account of knowing through analyses of the features they 
present. Furthermore, I am so far from recognizing my theory 
of inquiry in the report Dr. Murphy makes of it, that, as pre- 
sented, it seems to me quite as unintelligible as it does to Mr. 
Murphy, and, I presume, as it does to the reader. In lieu of 



558 JOHN DEWEY 

verifying references, Murphy repeats twice his interpretation 
of my view on the nature of inquiry, saying that the “ordinary 
theory of knowing” (whatever that may be) is “replaced by a 
reference of ideas to future experience and to the means uf so 
altering a present situation that a desired and anticipated future 
will reliably ensue;” and, 

we have already seen [presumably in the passages just quoted] he re- 
gards it [knowing] as a use of ideas as signs of possible future experiences 
and means for effecting the transition to such experiences in a satisfactory 
manner. These future experiences, in so far as they terminate inquiry will 
not be cases of “knowing,” that is of the use of given experiences as signs 
of something else. 

I regret my inability to identify any part of my theory of 
knowing in the above passages. In fact I cannot identify any con- 
sistent and intelligible theory whatever by means of the sen- 
tences just quoted. If I found them advanced by any writer, 
my criticism would have to take the form of asking what in the 
world they are supposed to mean. However, since I cannot re- 
write here my whole Logic, I shall point out in summary fashion 
a number of specific points in which the view attributed to me, 
so far as I can understand it, differs radically from that which I 
have placed on record in my writings, (i) Instead of saying 
that ideas are signs of future experiences,” I have denied their 
capacity to act as signs or evidence, pointing out that signifying 
capacity belongs only to observed facts or data. (2) Since Mr. 
Murphy makes no allusion to the latter in what purports to be 
an account of my theory of inquiry, I call attention to the fact 
that instead of saying that “given experiences are signs of some- 
thing else,” I have insisted that “given experiences” have to be 
experimentally analyzed in order to yield evidential signs. 
(3) Just what is meant by the statement that upon my view ideas 
ultimately refer to future experiences, I do not know. What I 
have said is that ideas are correlated, in strictly conjugate fash- 
ion, with discriminated material of observation, the former serv- 
ing to indicate a possible mode of operative solution and the 
latter serving to locate and delimit a problem, so that a resolved 
situation is attained (if it is attained) by the operational inter- 
action with each other of observed and ideational contents. If 
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“ultimate reference” means that ideas alone do not determine 
an existential proposition, the statement is in accord with my 
view — ^just as I have also held that data alone do not constitute 
the object of a final and complete judgment. (4) The references 
in Mr. Murphy’s account to future experiences as anticipated, 
desired and enjoyed are apparently intended to state the heart 
of my doctrine. But the references are so loose that I do not 
know what they mean sufficiently to be able to correct them. I 
shall, therefore, simply restate briefly the view that is repeated 
any number of times in my Lope. 

The only kind of experience that is anticipated or desired 
is the operational production of that situation in which the spe- 
cific problem under inquiry is solved, so that warranted assertion 
takes place. The only enjoyment that has any relevancy is that 
which a person may happen to obtain in appreciation of a re- 
solved situation as consummatory of the inquiries that led up to 
it. This personal enjoyment has nothing to do with the logical 
or cognitive function of the attained resolved situation j yet the 
fact that solution of problems is capable of yielding keen enjoy- 
ment is a highly fortunate circumstance in promoting the dis- 
position to inquire. (5) The statement that, according to my 
theory of inquiry-knowing, “future experiences as far as they 
terminate inquiry are not cases of knowing” is either the tautol- 
ogy that knowing-inquiry terminates when it does terminate, or, 
if it is taken to refer to knowledge as attained in distinction from 
knowing in process, is a flat contradiction of my actual position, 
according to which only the subject-matter in which inquiry ter- 
minates (in fulfilment of its own conditions) is knowledge. No- 
where in any of Murphy’s statements about my theory of in- 
quiry as knowing is there any reference, even an incidental one, 
to that which is the controlling factor in my entire view, namely 
the function of a problematic situation in regulating as well as 
evoking inquiry. Although the disastrous effect of this omission 
is most clearly in evidence in the cases of the third and fourth 
of the above mentioned points, leaving it out of account makes 
nonsense of my theory of ideas in themselves and in their ref- 
erence to a terminal conclusion. If it were not that the same omis- 
sion of this controlling factor of my whole logical doctrine is 



56 o JOHN DEWEY 

found in Mn Russell’s conunents, 1 should have supposed that 
1 had repeated so often the statement about its importance in 
determination of inquiry and of the adequacy of any conclusion 
reached that its regulative function could not be missed. 

The failure on Mr. Murphy’s part to refer to it is the more 
striking in his case because of his nominal acceptance of the 
principle of Contextualism. For the problematic situation is the 
context in which everything 1 say about knowing is placed and 
by reference to which it is to be understood. It controls the 
meaning of “ideas,” the factor to which Mr. Murphy practically 
confines his account of my view. It controls my theory of the 
place and function of facts or data, about which he says nothing, 
although according to my view ideas are so related to observed 
facts that they can be understood only in this reference. It con- 
trols the nature and function of those “future experiences” which 
appear so mysteriously out of nowhere in Murphy’s account of 
my position. Finally, it controls the meaning to be put upon the 
operations by means of which the terminal conclusion “reliably 
ensues.” Since I have held that the relative defects of both the 
idealistic and realistic epistemologies is the result of their failure 
to set knowing in this context of problematic situations, it is 
quite possible that Murphy’s notion that my theory of knowing 
is a product of preoccupation with these epistemologies springs 
from his failure to note the context which actually controls my 
theory, both in general and in all its constituent details. 

This failure is responsible for Mr. Murphy’s repeated state- 
ment that my theory neglects the fact that “the ideas used and 
analyses performed in the course of inquiry are instrumental 
to finding out whatever the particular inquiry was investigat- 
ing.” This truism is the starting point of my whole theory. More 
chapters of my Logic are devoted to stating what happens when 
one investigates, say, “some (hitherto) unperceived antecedent 
existence,” or “the structure of §ome purely hypothetic logical 
system,” or some past event like the “batting averages of all 
members of the New York Yankees in 1921,” or “the cause of 
infantile paralysis” — (my own example being the cause of ma- 
laria) — than to all other topics put together. Consequently, I 
am at a loss to imderstand Ae point of view from which Mr. 
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Murphy’s criticisms are made. Does he hold that there is no such 
thing as a theory of knowing beyond pointing to the fact*^ that 
when persons inquire, what they do is instrumental to finding 
out about whatever it is they are investigating? Does he hold 
that there erists only a multiplidty of special inquiries and that it 
is futile to search for any common logical pattern? Does he 
mean that there is some “ordinary theory of knowing” which is 
so satisfactory and so generally accepted that it serves as a 
criterion for judging every theory which is put forth? I do not 
know the correct answer to these questions. I had supposed 
that there are in existence a vast multitude of inquiries, investi- 
gations of quantities and qualities, of past events, of things that 
coexist, of mathematical topics, of social events, etc., which con- 
stitute the material of all the sciences j and that the business of 
logic is to investigate these different inquiries, in connection with 
the conclusions they arrive at, so as to frame a general theory 
of inquiry based upon and justified by what happens in these 
particular cases. If Mr. Murphy holds that no such generalized 
inquiry into inquiry is necessary or possible, I can see that he 
would regard my theory as superfluous. But I have difficulty in 
believing that he holds that a generalized logical theory is ren- 
dered unnecessary by the fact that one can point to a great num- 
ber of cases of actual knowing. Moreover, there are in existence 
not only a large number of cases of inquiry or knowing, but also 
a considerable number of different theories about knowing and 
I supposed it was the business of one presenting another theory 
to take some notice of these. For, instead of holding, as Mr. 
Murphy intimates, that all of them, from Plato through Locke 
to the present, are of no value, 1 have held that all of them have 
laid hold of some actual constituent of knowing, but have failed 
to place it in the context in which it actually functions — z matter 
discussed at some length in the final chapter of my Logic. 

There is some evidence that Mr. Murphy’s failure to state 
my theory of knowing in its connection with the context which 
determines its meaning — ^both in general and in all its con- 

^What Mr. Murphy regards as the “ordinary theory of knowing” does not 
seem to me to be a theory at all but one of the most obvious of the facts which the 
theory of knowledge is about. 
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stituent parts — ^is due to his carrying over into his report of my 
view about knowing-as-inquiry-in-process what I say about the 
function of knowledge as a mode of experiencing in its relation 
to other non-cognitive modes of experience. For example, he 
endorses what he finds Love joy to have said about my theory, 
namely, that according to it am about to have known is the 
pragmatic equivalent for I know.” It is certainly true that with 
reference to knowwg, as inquiry in process, I have held that its 
reference is to an object not as yet reached and hence future. To 
transfer to my view of knowledge when attained the reference 
to a future object involved in inquiry still in -process^ is much as 
if I were to say that, according to Mr. Murphy’s view, “I am 
engaged in the process of trying to discover is an equivalent for: 
I already know what it is. I am trying to discover.” It is a truism 
that, while one is engaged in knowing, the things to be known 
are still future. This belief is not then a peculiarity of my view 
over against any other view. What is characteristic of my view 
is that it defines the conclusion for which inquiry is a search as 
that which resolves the problematic situation in which search 
occurs. 

The transfer of what is said by me about the function of at- 
tained knowledge to an alleged account of knowing-inquiry-in- 
process may account for other errors in Mr, Murphy’s statement. 
For example, right after the passage in which he speaks of the 
process of inquiry as instrumental to finding out about what- 
ever a particular inquirer is investigating, he goes on to say 
something about “the worth of knowledge for improving man’s 
estate being different from its worth as a conclusion based on 
evidence and proper method.” Of course there is a difference, 
a difference in context and hence in kind. The first matter is a 
matter of knowm^-inquiry in process. The distinctive thing in 
my theory of knowing, as set forth in the Logic, is its exposition 
of the particular ways in which various kinds of factual and ide- 
ational propositions function as instruments to attainment of 
conclusions resting on evidence and/or the use of a proper 
method. The instrumental worth claimed by me to exist in the 
functional relation of attained knowledge to non-cognitive forms 
of experience is another matter, having to do with another philo- 
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sophical problem. I did not invent the problem of the possi- 
bility of controlling the occurrence or existence of consumma- 
tory experiences, of experiences that are marked by intrinsic 
values. I did not invent the problem of how such experiences 
can be enriched by clarifying and deepening their contained 
meanings, nor that of extending the range of persons and groups 
who enjoy such values.*^ For these are problems of every moral 
theory in its social aspects, of every social theory in its moral 
aspects. What is characteristic of my theory is simply the em- 
phasis placed upon the knowledge mode of experience, defined 
in terms of the outcome of competent inquiry, as that which ac- 
complishes these functions j an emphasis which goes so far as to 
say that intelligence, as the fruit of such knowledge, is the only 
available instrumentality for accomplishing them. The contrast 
is with those theories which hold that transcendent a -priori 
principles, rational intuitions, revelations from on high, ad- 
herence to established authorities in state and church, inevitable 
social revolutions, etc., are the agencies by which experienced 
values are to be made more secure and more extensively enjoyed. 

I had supposed that the contexts within which reference is 
made, on the one hand, to the instrumentality of propositions 
in the process of inquiry, to knowledge as warranted solution of 
a problem, and, on the other, to the instrumentality of at- 
tained knowledge, through development of intelligence, to en- 
richment of subsequent experiences, were such as to prevent 
transferring what is said about one kind of instrumentality to the 
other. It may be that I have not taken sufficient pains to make 
clear the transition from the discussion of one point to that of 
the other. There are, moreover, certain factors common to both 
kinds of instrumentality which may have induced confusion in 
the minds of some readers. Within the progress of inquiry, for 
example, intelligent action as the product of previously attained 
knowledge is constantly taking effect. The termination of in- 
quiry, with respect to the procedures of inquiry that have led up 
to it, is a resolved situation whose primary status and value is 

“Improving man^s estate” is but a vague name for the three specified things 
just mentioned: Extension of range of persons enjoying consummatory experience, 
enrichment of their contents, and increased control of their occurrence. 
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cognitional. But the terminal material is also a directly had 
situation, and hence is capable of treatment on its own account 
as an enriched experience. It is quite possible that 1 have not 
always made the particular universe of discourse which is the 
context of a given discussion as distinct as these overlappings 
demand it should be made. There is also the point made in Dr. 
Ratner’s contribution about a shift from the use of the word 
“knowledge” in my earlier writings to the word “intelligence” 
in my later. If I had uniformly made it clear that attained 
knowledge produces meanings and that these meanings are ca- 
pable of being separated from the special cases of knowledge 
in which they originally appear and of being incorporated and 
funded cumulatively in habits so as to constitute mind, and to 
constitute intelligence when actually applied in new experiences, 
it is quite likely my view would have been less exposed to mis- 
understanding. The function of knowledge-experience as the 
mode of experience which, through formation of intelligence in 
action, is the sole instrumentality for regulating the occurrence 
and distribution of consummatory experiences and for giving 
them increased depth of meaning, might then have stood out in 
a way which would not permit of misunderstanding. 

I do not mean that this distinction of functions is not fre- 
quently clearly stated, but that it is possible that my mode of 
statement at times has put an undue tax upon the attention of 
readers in keeping track of transitions. Of my explicit statements 
the following passage is representative: 

Experienced situations come about in two ways and are of two dis- 
tinct types. Some take place with only a minimum of regulation, with 
b’ttlc foresight, preparation and intent. Others occur, because, in part, 
of the prior occurrence of intelligent action. Both kinds are had. . . . The 
first are not known; they are not understood. . . . The second have, as 
they are experienced, meanings that present the funded outcome of 
operations that substitute definite continuity for experienced discontinuity 
and for the fragmentary quality ^ue to isolation 

* Quest for Certainty, 143; cf. 250, 259, 345 and 218-222. I quote a passage 
from p. 218, and another from the conclusion of the discussion; “Apart from 
knowledge the things of our ordinary experience are fragmentary, casual, un- 
regulated by purpose, full of frustrations and barriers. . . . But we return from 
abstractive thought to experience of them with added meaning and with increased 
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I obtain a certain humorous enjoyment from reading criticisms 
which combine condemnation of my “pragmatism” for its al- 
leged sacrifice of knowledge to practice with condemnation of 
my “instrumentalism” for greatly exaggerating the potential 
function of knowledge and of intelligence in direction and en- 
richment of everyday experiences. My position may be badly 
taken, but it is not so loose in its joints that the bones of the 
argument stick out at right angles to one another. 

Mr. Murphy is not alone in being troubled by my denial 
that antecedent conditions constitute the object of knowledge. 
If 1 have written anything affirming that antecedent objects 
are not capable of being known and are not as matter of fact 
known, if, in Mr. Murphy’s language, I have asserted their “in- 
accessibility,” any one, myself included, ought to be troubled. 
But the trouble arises from confusion of the contexts in which 
certain statements are made. There is in a gjven practical and 
scientific inquiry the question as to what the objective of know- 
ing is for that particular inquiry. There is the question in the 
form of inquiry constituting logical theory as to what the object 
of knowledge is and means — a problem I did not invent. In- 
stead of denying that unperceived antecedent conditions are ob- 
jectives of knowledge in the first context, I have very explicitly 
stated that no problem as to existential matters can be resolved 
except by inquiries which ascertain antecedent conditions not 
freviously observed. I have also then pointed out that such ob- 
jects do not fulfill the conditions which must be satisfied in a 
philosophical logical theory as to the generalized meaning of the 
category “object of knowledge.” That is, as in a sentence quoted 
in Mr. Murphy’s account but not discussed by him, I have said 
that such objects are not final and complete with respect to satis- 
fying the conditions that must be satisfied, in philosophical in- 

power to regulate our relations to them. Reflective knowledge is the oTtly means 
of regulation. Its value as instrumental is unique.” And, from the conclusion: ‘‘It 
is congenial to our idiom to call the reflective conclusions of competent methods 
by the name of science. But science thus conceived is not a final thing. The final 
thing is appreciation and use of things of direct experience. These are known in 
as far as their constituents and their form are the resqlt of science. But they are 
also more than science. They are natural objects experienced in relations and 
continuities that are summed up in rich and definite individual forms.” 




566 JOHN DEWEY 

quiry, by a candidate for the position of object-of-knowledge in 
this latter context. 

From the time of my earlier essays, first printed in the Studies 
in Log^al Theory f I have pointed out that material dealt with 
in inquiry passes through a series of temporal phases and that 
what is said of the material in one phase cannot be applied to 
material in another phase without production of confusion. There 
is the initial phase of a non-cognitive situation out of which 
knowing develops; there is the terminal stage of the attained 
knowledge; and there is the intermediate phase in which subject- 
matter is what it is as conditioned by inquiry (and hence is tenta- 
tive, provisional, conditional, pending completion of inquiry). 
In my recent Logicy the words subject-mattery objecty and con- 
tents are used technically to designate these different statuses of 
experienced material. Obviously such distinctions appertain to 
the logical-philosophical analysis of knowing; an investigation 
of a particular problem does not need to make them explicit be- 
cause, as I pointed out in my early essay, the immediate exigen- 
cies of the conduct of his inquiry prevent an inquirer giving to 
the material of one phase the properties belonging to that of an- 
other phase. Epstemological discussiony however y as I pointed 
outy is definitely marked by confusions arising from this source. 
Hence the necessity for making clear what is the object-of- 
knowledge in its definitive sense. If the distinction between the 
particular object of a particular inquiry as such and the object 
of knowledge in its philosophical-logical sense is denied, then, 
as already indicated, there is no philosophical problem or theory 
of knowledge. It suffices to enumerate, without analysis, all the 
special cases of knowing for which one has time. As for myself, 
throwing out epistemological bathwater I had no intention of 
also throwing out the baby. 

There are a few cases in which, in speaking of the object of 
knowledge in the sense it bears in philosophical discussion, I 
have prefixed the word “true.” Two of these cases are quoted 
by Mr. Murphy and are interpreted by him as if “true” here 
refers to what is ascertained to be true in a particular inquiry. 
In speaking of certain controversies, I said; “They spring from 
the assumption that the true and valid object of knowledge is 
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that which has being prior to and independent of the operations 
of knowing.” This sentence, when isolated from its context, 
might be understood to refer to the object of a specific inquiry, 
instead of, as is intended, to the characteristic object of the 
knowledge-junction as determined in philosophical theory." 
Reference to its context shows that the expression “true object” 
is relevant to a philosophical issue — ^though not to that of ideal- 
ism-realism. The issue to which the passage is relevant is stated 
as follows in a nearby paragraph: 

The claim of physical objects, the objects in which the physical sciences 
terminate, to constitute the real nature of the world, places the objects of 
value with which our affections and choices are concerned at an invidious 
disadvantage. . . . The net practical effect is the creation of the belief 
that science exhts only in the things which are most remote from any sig- 
nificant human concern, so that as we approach social and moral questions 
and interests we must either surrender hope of the guidance of genuine 
knowledge or else purchase scientific title and authority at the expense of 
all that is distinctly human. {Quest for Certainty^ 195-196.) 

There are contributors to this very volume who deny in a 
thoroughgoing way the possibility of any valid cognitive deter- 
mination whatever of valuations, and who in consequence rele- 
gate all moral affairs, personal and social, to the status of private 
desires or else to the use of coercive force. It is a well known 
fact that others, perhaps not represented in this volume, deny the 
competency in moral inquiry of the methods used in practical 
and scientific knowing and in consequence insist upon the neces- 
sity of non-empirical validation for moral judgments. The ex- 
istence of such theories gives pertinency to a theory which holds 
that the same methods of inquiry that yield ordinary practical 
and scientific conclusions are capable of application in reaching 

** That I hold that a logical theory of knowledge can be formed only in terms 
of the object of knowledge as that is ascertained in critical analysis of actual 
cases of knowledge is not a matter for which I have any apologies to offer. To 
my mind, the framing of a theory of knowledge in terms of properties of its charac- 
teristic object is the only alternative to epistemological theories of knowledge that 
claim to decide its nature by analysis of “mind,” “consciousness,” mental states like 
“sensations and ideas,” etc. To start from the fact that there are in fact objects of 
knowledge as distinct from objects of mere opinion or of fear and hope b the 
only way of avoiding the futile question as to how knowledge is possible. 
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moral judgments, so validated as to fall within the scope of 
verifiability. When it is swd, therefore, that “the true object 
of knowledge lies in the consequences of directed action,” the 
context is a philosophical logic of inquiry, based ufon what is 
found out in sfecijic inquiries as to the necessity for experimenta- 
tion (directed action) if a valid conclusion is to be reached. If 
the context in which the passage occurs fuls to make this point 
clear, I am glad of the opportunity to say (i) that I hold a 
philosophic logical theory of knowledge can be framed only in 
terms of properties that analysis finds to belong to attained ob- 
jects of bwjwledge; and (ii) that physical scientific objects, 
when taken as models for framing such a theory, prove, through 
their dependence upon experiment (which is vpso facto a trans- 
formation of antecedently experienced materials), that existen- 
tial consequences must be taken into account in forming the 
theory; (iii) that instead of denying that antecedent conditions 
are accessible to inquiry or knowing, I hold that all physical sci- 
entific objects are precisely generalizations, on a statistical basis, 
of such antecedent conditions, but (iv) that they nevertheless do 
not stand alone, or as “final and complete” fulfilments of the 
conditions involved in inquiry. To conclude this phase of my 
reply I quote, then, the following passage; 

We know whenever we do know; that is, whenever our inquiry leads 
to conclusions which settle the problem out of which it grew. This truth 
is the end of the whole matter — ufon the condition that we frame our 
theory of knowledge in accord with the fattem set by experimental in- 
quiry.** 

II. A close counterpart of Mr. Murphy’s method of dealing 
with what I say about “ideas” is found in Mr. Russell’s treat- 
ment of what I say about “apprehension.” In both cases, there 
is neglect of the reference of “ideas” and “apprehensions” to a 
problematic situation and to their function in resolution of such 
a situation. If the reader will, refer to Mr. Russell’s paper he 
will find quotations from me in which I expressly recognize the 

^ Quest for Certainty y 198} italics not in orig^inal text. In view of the fact that 
nothing* is said in what purports to be an account of my view about problematic 
situations and problems, it is perhaps not surprising that almost nothing is said 
about the role that exferimental science plays in my theory. 
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e»stence of direct perception of objects and of direct apprehen- 
sions of meanings and of things. Mr. Russell also quotes in this 
connection what I said about the dependence of such cases upon 
causal conditions, organic mechanisms formed by pre'^nous 
cases of mediated knowledge of the same objects. The point 
here is that we now directly grasp a book as a book and a type- 
writer as a typewriter, because of operation of organic mecha- 
nisms which were produced by a series of mediated inquiries by 
which at an earlier time we came to identify and discriminate 
these things as of the kinds in question. But Mr. Russell’s re- 
marks say nothing at all about the point made by me in the next 
sentences after the ones he quotes: 

But the important point for the purpose of the present topic is that 
either an immediate overt response occurs, like using the typewriter or 
fucking up the book, or that the object directly noted h fart of an act of 
inquiry directed toward knowledge as warranted assertion. In the latter 
case [the only cognitional one], the fact of immediate apprehension is no 
logical guarantee that the object or event directly apprehended is that 
part of the “facts of the case” it is frima facie taken to be. . . . It may be 
irrelevant in whole or part. ... In other words, immediate apprehension 
of an object or event is no more identical with knowledge in the logical 
sense required than is immediate understanding or comprehension of a 
meaning. (Logic, 143- 144.) 

It is possible that without taking still more of the context into 
account the force of the sentences just quoted will not be evi- 
dent. So I add some further explanatory remarks, at the same 
time asking any interested reader to go to the complete original 
text. “But” in the passage just cited places the important point 
in opposition to one not important “for the purpose of the present 
topic,” which purpose is the proper logical interpretation of 
direct apprehension. That which by contrast is said to be not im- 
portant with respect to that problem is precisely the nature and 
action of the organic mechanisms to which Mr. Russell devotes 
his attention. That which is said to be important is the fart that 
if there is knowing involved — instead of direct motor response 
to a given stimulus — the thing apprehended is a means of know- 
ing something else — in other words, is a mediating factor in ar- 
riving at knowledge of something else. The question involved is 
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one of fact. Is there any case in which the occurrence of a directly 
apprehended object constitutes a final object terminating know- 
ing? If not, to be a directly apprehended thing and to be that 
thing which provides the evidential data in a given case are not 
equivalents. The reference to the logical similarity between ap- 
prehension of a thing and comprehension of a meaning carries 
out the point. One may have, say, the direct comprehension of 
the meaning “sea serpent,” but it does not warrant a proposition 
that sea serpents exist. Similarly one may directly apprehend a 
long thing gliding over the water, but its apprehension will not 
prove the object apprehended to be evidence warranting an 
existential proposition that a sea serpent exists. It is, I suppose, a 
familiar fact that more mistakes arise in scientific investigation 
from taking actually perceived things to be good evidential data 
in the inquiry at hand than from hallucinatory perceptions. One 
may see a lot of things and still be in doubt what seen things, if 
any of them, are relevant to reaching a sound conclusion. 

Instead of discussing this point, which is said to be the im- 
portant one with respect to the problem of immediate knowledge 
or of beliefs not mediated by inquiry, Mr. Russell discusses the 
point of causal production which is just the point which in con- 
trast I take not to be important for the issue in question. Unless 
I am mistaken, Mr. Russell has himself upon occasion pointed 
out that causal issues should not be substituted for logical ones. 
As far as causal conditions are concerned, it makes no difference 
to my argument what they may be, as long as it is granted that 
habits are formed that enable us to spot familiar objects on sight. 
I have, therefore, no ground for quarreling with Mr. Russell’s 
particular view on this point. If I held a holistic view, his refer- 
ence to independent causal chains would be highly pertinent. 
But since I do not hold that position, and since in my own treat- 
ment, when I deal with the topic of causation, I expressly insist 
upon a plurality of sequences, I need only remark that Mr. Rus- 
sell’s considerations reinforce the point I have made about the 
logical aspect of the matter. For a given set of causal conditions, 
or the organic mechanism operating in a given case, may (as is 
obvious in the case of a hallucination) produce an object which 
is directly apprehended but which is just not the datum needed 
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as evidence in the problem at hand, thereby proving it is not the 
“complete and final object of knowledge.” 

If I now cut somewhat short my discussion of the criticisms 
passed by Russell upon my theory of truth, it is partly because 
my discussion up to this point indicates the particular context — 
that of problematic situations — in which my view is set and which 
must be taken into account in discussing my viewj and partly 
because former, rather extended, corrections of misconceptions 
on this point have indicated that nothing I can say will eliminate 
them from the minds of some of my critics. The rather elaborate 
exegesis of Mr. Russell of my presumed view as to truth would 
have been rendered unnecessary if Mr. Russell had only taken 
seriously the passage he, curiously enough, quotes from the 
Preface of my "Logic — I say “curiously” because apparently he 
uses the passage only as a means of identifying me as a prag- 
matist, but not as a means of understanding what I mean by 
any pragmatic theory of “consequences” which I accept. The 
passage reads as follows: 

The word “Pragmatism” does not, I think, occur in the text. Perhaps 
the word itself lends itself to misconception. At all events, so much mis- 
understanding and relatively futile controversy have gathered about the 
word that it seemed advisable to avoid its use. But in the proper inter- 
pretation of “pragmatic,” namely, the function of consequences as neces- 
sary tests of the validity of propositions frowded these consequences are 
operationally instituted and are such as to resolve the specific problem 
evoking the operations, the text is thoroughly pragmatic. 

If I mention that the word frovided is italicized in the original 
text it is because Mr. Russell, in spite of the reference in this very 
passage to “misunderstanding and relatively futile controversy” 
has paid no attention to what is stated in the proviso, and so 
repeats notions about pragmatism which he formed long ago and 
has frequently stated, despite my express repudiation of them 
at least as many as thirty years ago. 

The proviso about the kind of consequences that operate as 
tests of validity was inserted as a caution against just the kind of 
interpretation which Mr. Russell gives to my use of conse- 
quences. For it explidtly states that it is necessary that they be 
such as to resolve the specific problem undergoing investigation. 
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The interpretation Mr. Russell gives to consequences relates 
them to personal desire. The net outcome is attribution to me 
of generalized wishful thinking as a definition of truth.** Mr. 
Russell proceeds first by converting a doubtful situation into a 
personal doubt, although the difference between the two things is 
repeatedly pointed out by me. I have even explicitly stated that 
a personal doubt is pathological unless it is a reflection of a 
situation which is problematic. Then by changing doubt into 
private discomfort, truth is identified with removal of this dis- 
comfort. The only desire that enters, according to my view, is 
desire to resolve as honestly and impartially as possible the 
problem involved in the situation. “Satisfaction” is satisfaction 
of the conditions prescribed by the problem. Personal satisfac- 
tion may enter in as it arises when any job is well done according 
to the requirements of the job itself j but it does not enter in any 
way into the determination of validity, because, on the contrary, 
it is conditioned by that determination. 

There is a distinction made in my theory between validity and 
truth. The latter is defined, following Peirce, as the ideal limit 
of indefinitely continued inquiry. This definition is, of course, 
a definition of truth as an abstract idea. This definition gives Mr. 
Russell a surprising amount of trouble, due I think to the fact 
that he omits all reference to the part played in the theory of 
Peirce — which I follow — ^by the principle of the continuity of 
inquiry. Apparently Mr. Russell takes the statement to apply 
here and novo to determination of the truth or falsity of a given 
proposition — a matter which, in the sense of validity as just 
stated, is determined, on my theory, by a resolved situation as 
the consequence of distinctive operations of inquiry. For Mr. 
Russell says: “I do not see how we can guess either what will be 
believed, or what would be believed by men much cleverer than 

“The following lines from Parodies contribution show that long before the 
Logic was written some readers were able to derive from what I wrote a correct 
idea: “Truth is not verified just by any kind of satisfaction, but only by that 
satisfaction which is born of the fact that a working hypothesis or experimental 
method applies to the facts which it concerns and effects a better ordering. No 
misconception concerning the instrumental logic of pragmatism has been more 
persistent than that one which would make of it merely a means for a practical 
end.” 
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we arc,” as if something of the nature of that kind of guess at a 
future belief is so implied in the definition that the impossi- 
bility of making the guess is a refutation of the definition. The 
contrary is the case. The “truth” of any present proposition is, 
by the definition, subject to the outcome of continued inquiries} 
its “truth,” if the word must be used, is provisional} as near the 
truth as inquiry has as yet come, a matter determined not by a 
guess at some future belief but by the care and pains with which 
inquiry has been conducted up to the present time.** Admission 
of the necessary subjection of every present proposition to the 
results to be obtained in future inquiry is the meaning of Peirce’s 
reference to “confession of inaccuracy and one-sidedness” as an 
ingredient of the truth of a present proposition. In other words, a 
person who makes this admission is nearer the truth than any 
person is who dogmatically claims infallibility for the conclusion 
he entertains here and now. 

Mr. Russell’s inversion of what Peirce actually says upon oc- 
casion takes an amusing form. Peirce having, for example, de- 
fined truth in terms of the ideal limit of inquiry — ^ideal since not 
now actually attained — Mr. Russell says: “If the definition is 
interpreted strictly, every proposition investigated by no one is 
true}” from which it would appear that a strict interpretation 
consists in stating the contrary of a given proposition. The ex- 
clusive devotion of Mr. Russell to discourse is manifested in his 
assumption that propositions are the subject-matter of inquiry, 
a view assumed so unconsciously that it is taken for granted that 
Peirce and I likewise assume it. But according to our view — and 
according to that of any thoroughgoing empiricist — things and 
events are the material and objects of inquiry, and propositions 
are means in inquiry, so that as conclusions of a given inquiry 
they become means of carrying on further inquiries. Like other 
means they are modified and improved in the course of use. 
Given the beliefs (i) that propositions are from the start the 
objects of inquiry and (ii) that all propositions have either truth 
or falsity as their inherent property, and (iii) then read these 
two assumptions into theories — ^like Peirce’s and mine — ^which 

“The definition is directly connected of course with Peirce’s principles of 
and his emphasis upon the probability coefficient of all propositions. 
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deny both of them, and the product is just the doctrinal con- 
fusion that Russell finds in what we have said. 

It does not follow of course that our views are the correct ones. 
But since they are after all the views which we hold, it is they, 
if anything, which should be criticized. It is hardly necessary to 
carry conunent further. But Mr. Russell’s allusion to the opin- 
ions of “the last man left alive,” as if the reference had some 
relevance to Peirce’s definition of truth in terms of continued 
inquiry y repeats his misunderstanding. His view that, according 
to our definition, the truth of the theory of relativity will be de- 
termined by Hitler’s victory or defeat — the latter cutting in- 
quiry off short — shows what can happen in the way of inversion 
of meaning when a critic declines to treat a view in its own terms, 
even as independent hypothesis, but insists upon translating it 
into terms of his own theory before considering it. For the tech- 
nical purposes of strictly formal logic an assumption that every 
proposition is of itself, or intrinsically, either true or false may 
not do harm. But it is the last view an empiricist can possibly 
take who is concerned with truth and falsity as having existential 
application, and as something determined by means of inquiry 
into material existence. For in the latter case the question of 
truth or falsity is the very thing to be determined. 

III. I regret that it is not possible within the limits of my 
reply to deal adequately with Mr. Reichenbach’s comments on 
my theory of induction in connection with his presentation of 
his own view. I am, however, inclined to think that the differ- 
ence between us is far from insuperable. When I criticized the 
theory of induction by simple enumeration I was criticizing that 
theory in its traditional formulation. The statement of that 
theory given by Reichenbach involves quite fundamental re- 
vision of it in its traditional form. If those who held it meant 
by it what Mr. Reichenbach finds in it, they failed to make their 
point clear. Now, my emphasis that the heart of the inductive 
process is the experimentally controlled analysis by means of 
which a given case is constituted to be a representative or ex- 
emplary instance (a sample or a specimen) admits the impor- 
tance of other observed cases as means of the analysis which 
finally yields the representative instance. If I had treated the 
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topic of probability in that immediate context, I should have been 
forced to recognize that an inde finite number of such other cases 
are, in theory, involved in determination of the representative 
case. If the theory of induction by simple enumeration is under- 
stood in this 'particular sense, 1 do not see that there are funda- 
mental differences between Mr. Reichenbach’s view and mine, 
though there are doubtless differences in detail. If there is such 
agreement, I should not allow what seems to me the inadequacy 
of the word “enumeration” for conveying the analytic function 
of enumerated cases to stand between us. 

IV. I am so much indebted to Dr. Savery for his exposition 
of my main ideas in their historical perspective, together with 
his generous appreciation of the source of such inconsistencies as 
appear in successive writings, that I should gladly forego reply 
to his criticisms were it not that abstinence might seem to indicate 
lack of regard for them. I begin with the matter of verification. 
When a proposition about a thing in some specified respect is 
definitely in question, “confrontation” seems to me to be a good 
term by which to describe the nature of verification. If I doubt, 
for example, whether the outside walls of a certain house are 
colored white or brown, confrontation with the actual house set- 
tles the matter. It seems to me, however, that in the case of an 
hypothesis verification is of a more complex character than this; 
it involves confrontation, but only as one constituent. The point 
of this remark comes out most clearly when the hypothesis is 
a theory of considerable scope. A certain phase of Einstein’s spe- 
cial theory of relativity was confirmed by observation of some- 
thing that happened in the eclipse of Mercury. I doubt if any 
one could say more than that the confrontation which occurred 
tended toward confirmation. A negative result would have been 
a disproof of the theory as previously stated, but it would not 
have precluded a modification of it. I do not see how a theory 
can be said to be verified unless a set of instances, positive and 
negative, inclusive and exclusive, has been instituted. If this 
view is correct, it is the function of confrontations as experi- 
mentally determined consequences that confers upon them veri- 
fying power. In my Logic this function is said to be the “capacity 
of an idea or theory to order and organize particulars into a co- 
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herent whole” — ^it being understood, of course, that this organi- 
zation is not “mental” but is existentially effected by suitable 
experimental operations. In the context in which the sentence 
just quoted occurs, it is put in opposition to the idea that hypoth- 
eses are capable of being “verified by particular objects in their 
particularity.” (157) That is to say, I hold that confrontation 
is a necessary but not a sufficient condition for verification of an 
hypothesis. The remarks I make about ultra-positivistic views, 
while not identical in import with the point just made, have a 
similar bearing. For they indicate that the primary value of 
hypotheses and theories is found in their power to direct ob- 
servation to discovery of newly observed facts and in their power 
to organize facts in such a way as to forward the solution of a 
problem. If I were to say that logical theory has exaggerated the 
importance of verification of ideas at the expense of some other 
uses of the latter, I should probably be understood by some per- 
sons to confirm their notion that I think rather lightly of truth. 
But as far as scientific hypotheses and theories are concerned, it 
is clear to me that the indubitable and supreme value of truth in 
its moral sense has often been uncritically carried over into the 
context of scientific inquiry and into the logical values of ideas 
and theories. What a scientist asks of his hypotheses is that they 
be fruitful in giving direction to his observations and reasonings. 
Confrontation with an observed fact which does not square with 
an hypothesis is consequently just as welcome as one which 
does — since it enables him to introduce modifications into his 
idea that renders the latter more efficient in future conduct of 
inquiry. Whereas if a liar is confronted with something which 
contradicts what he says, there is one hundred per cent nul- 
lification of what he has said, with no opportunity allowed for 
additional development because of the negative confrontation 
that has occurred. In science, discovery of an exception, of a fact 
that contradicts a theory in the form in which it has been pre- 
viously held, is a positive means of advance. It is not only wel- 
come when hit upon but is actively searched for. 

This matter of verification is intimately connected, as Savery 
points out, with the more inclusive matter of the theory of 
knowledge. Accordingly I refer the reader to what he says on 
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that point, especially about the matter of futurity in relation 
to knowledge. The point involved here as to futurity is not 
identical with that previously discussed. For example, in con- 
nection with the otherwise ambiguous phrase that “all knowl- 
edge is of the future,” he cites my statement that the proposi- 
tion “This is red” has for its logical equivalent “This has 
changed color from the quality it previously had.” Obviously 
in this case what is known is something which has occurred. It 
may, then, help to clear up my theory if I point out three dis- 
tinct contexts in which futurity appears in theoretical analysis of 
knowledge. One of them is the obvious case mentioned earlier. 
While inquiry is still in progress, its object, as the conclusion of 
inquiry, is, truistically, in the ^ture. The second case is far 
from being truistic. It is exemplified in the case just cited re- 
garding the color quality of a thing. Here the point is that the 
material subject-matter of an existential proposition is found to 
be temporal when the proposition is analyzed. As temporal it 
involves a change from what a thing was to something tem- 
porally future (but not to our knowing), i.e., temporally future 
to what it was. In other words, any existential change is from a 
fast into a present, something future to its past, so that “is,” in 
an existential proposition, is just as temporal in its reference as 
“was” or “will be.” Consequently it is dated and has no mean- 
ing when taken out of connection with the futurity, or “will be” 
of what was. The third distinction of futurity in connection with 
knowledge is that consequences still to be obtained as the out- 
come of experimental operations in inquiry serve to test ideas, 
hypotheses, theories, that are entertained. The immediate rejer- 
ence of an idea is not to these future consequences, but to facts, 
data of observation. But the validity of its reference to any given 
set of facts is determined by the consequences that result when 
the given idea and the given facts operationally interact in insti- 
tution of a new experienced situation — a view clearly implying 
that the reference of the idea to facts is already there as a con- 
dition. These three kinds of connection with futurity are found 
in a theory of knowledge reached by analysis of what takes 
place in inquiry. The potential bearing of attained knowledge 
through the medium of intelligent action upon subsequent non- 
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cognitive value-experiences belongs not in the theory of knowl- 
edge as such but in the theory of the relation of the knowledge 
function of experience to other modes of experience. 

A further important question raised by Mr. Savery has to 
do with the existential character of scientific objects. One phase 
of this question was dealt with in connection with Reichen- 
bach’s criticism. Mr. Savery, however, raises the question in a 
somewhat different form so that it is possible that the answer 
already given — ^to the effect that scientific objects are statis- 
tically standardized correlations of existential changes — ^may 
not answer the question as he puts it. But that reply suggests 
that 1 cannot accept the problem in the form in which Mr. 
Savery phrases it, namely whether scientific objects are ex- 
istential or operational. For in my view they are existential be- 
cause they formulate operations which actually take place. The 
particular passage Savery quotes from me in this connection is 
concerned with “conceptual” subject-matters, and it is to them 
as conceptual that descriptive character is denied. Hence when 
he says that “such a view yields pure positivism” — ^in the sense, 
I take it, of pure phenomenalism — ^he unwittingly transfers to 
knowledge what is said about theories. 

D. Ethical and Allied Topics 

Critics of my theory of knowledge have found the idea that 
qualitative transformation of antecedent conditions is required 
for its attainment to be a stumbling-block. It is accordingly in- 
teresting, if not surprising, that Dr. Stuart, a critic of my theory 
of moral judgment and action, comes close to finding that ab- 
sence of this category — or something similar to it — is the source 
of the defects of my moral theory. For, being aware, and prop- 
erly so, of the difference between operations that manipulate 
what is given or that merely adapt conditions to old ends and 
habits and operations that re-adapt habits to new ends, he thinks 
that my theory has thrown in its lot with the former. Now it is 
quite true that I hold there is a common logical pattern in scien- 
tific and moral knowing. But instead of first accepting the tradi- 
tional theory of knowing according to which it is an accom- 
modation of the self and its beliefs to conditions already fixed. 
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I have held that scientific knowing involves deliberate modifica- 
tion, through working ideas, of what previously existed — point- 
ing to the necessary role of experiment in natural science as 
evidence. Since there seemed to be a certain similarity betwen 
this conclusion and the idealistic theory that mind constitutes 
the objective world, the commonest early interpretation of my 
view was that it consisted of a rather gratuitously devised, 
verbally novel, version of idealistic epistemology. The actual 
point of my theory may however be found in a transfer of 
traits which had been reserved for the function of moral judg- 
ment over to the processes of ordinary and scientific knowing. 
It is, accordingly, my belief that the difference between Dr. 
Stuart and myself is not where he puts it, but lies in the fact 
that his view of scientific knowing is such that it compels him 
to set up a rigid dualism between it and moral knowing, while 
I find the features which he reserves for the latter to be implicit, 
or involved, in all inquiry whatever. In any case, many of the 
criticisms of my theory of knowing have arisen from my in- 
sistence on the function of transformation, reconstruction, re- 
adjustment, of antecedent material in knowing, while an alleged 
absence of these categories seems to be the source and ground 
of Mr. Stuart’s criticisms of my ethical views. 

Mr. Reichenbach in his article makes a statement which shows 
an acute appreciation of an important, perhaps fundamental, 
“directive tendency” in my philosophy. He says: “In restoring 
the world of every-day life as the basis of knowledge, Dewey 
does not only want to establish knowledge in a better and more 
solid form. What he intends, and perhaps to a greater extent, 
is establishing the sphere of values, of human desires and aims, 
on the same basis and in an analogous form as the system of 
knowledge.” This passage proves that Reichenbach grasps the 
direction in which my thoughts have moved. It marks a realiza- 
tion of the role played in development of my ideas by that prob- 
lem which, in my introductory remarks, I said is the central 
problem of modern philosophy, because it is the central problem 
of modern life. 

Were I anonymously to turn critic of my own philosophy, 
this is the place from which I should set out. I should indicate 
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that after insisting upon the genuineness of afiFectional and 
other “tertiary” qualities as “doings of nature,” Dewey then 
proceeds to emphasize in his theory of knowing, as that is 
manifested in both science and common sense, the operations 
of transformation, reconstruction, control, and union of theory 
and practice in experimental activity which are analogous to 
those involved in moral activity. Without continuing this line of 
criticism and then defending myself against it, 1 express my 
indebtedness to Dr. Stuart’s paper for the opportunity to remove 
any doubts that may exist as to the direction in which I read 
the community of pattern which I find in physical and moral 
judgment. 

Since apparently it is use of the word “Naturalism” to char- 
acterize my general position which has led Stuart off the track, 
I call attention again to £he fact that instead of presenting that 
kind of mechanistic naturalism that is bound to deny the “real- 
ity” of the qualities which are the raw material of the values 
with which morals is concerned, I have repeatedly insisted that 
our theory of Nature be framed on the basis of giving full 
credence to these qualities just as they present themselves. No 
one philosophic theory has a monopoly on the meaning to be 
given Nature, and it is the meaning given Nature that is deci- 
sive as to the kind of Naturalism that is put forward. Natural- 
ism is opposed to idealistic spiritualism, but it is also opposed to 
super-naturalism and to that mitigated version of the latter that 
appeals to transcendent a priori principles placed in a realm 
above Nature and beyond experience. That Nature is purely 
mechanistic is a particular metaphysical doctrine; it is not an 
idea implied of necessity in the meaning of the word. And in 
my Experience and Nature I tried to make it clear that while I 
believe Nature has a mechanism — for otherwise knowledge 
could not be an instrument for its control — I do not accept its 
reduction to a mechanism. 

There are passages in Mr. Stuart’s paper which seem to as- 
sume that I must give Nature and Naturalism a meaning that 
reduces it to a mechanism or something close to it. For he speaks 
as if I admitted a special field of morals only as “a grudgingly 
tolerated annex to biology,” and he devotes considerable atten- 
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don to a passage in my Logw which he takes to reduce all think- 
ing to a merely biological phenomenon — in spite of the fact that 
the title of the chapter in which the passage quoted occurs is 
“The Biological Matrix of Inquiry” and that the next chapter 
on “The Cultural Matrix” deals expressly with the radical 
change wrought when biological conditions and activities are 
taken up into the distinctively human context of institutions and 
communication. Moreover, in close connection with the very 
passage he quotes, it is stated that, even on the biological plane, 
there is more than mere restoration of what previously existed, 
namely, production of new conditions in both organism and en- 
vironment.*' The most surprising venture of Mr. Stuart’s in this 
line of interpretation is found in the view of deliberation he at- 
tributes to me. He holds I am capable of regarding it only from 
“without,” thereby reducing it to a purely “muscular” phe- 
nomenon. At the outset of his paper, Mr. Stuart quotes a num- 
ber of passages from me where I expressly difiFerentiate modes 
of mental behavior from other forms on the ground that they 
are responses to the doubtful as such. It is surprising that within 
a few short pages Mr. Stuart completely forgets this differentia, 
since it is especially conspicuous in marking off deliberative from 
merely muscular behavior. 

At all events, Mr. Stuart finds “implicit in the naturalism 
which is the dominant theme” of my later writings a conception 
of the nature of the “supremacy of method” which is as close to 
the opposite of my actual view (a view which in my inability to 
foresee all possible interpretations I had supposed to be clear) 
as is possible. For he believes that what is implicit in my natural- 
ism is that my idea of the supremacy of method is in no way 
inconsistent with the view that method, considered as a pro- 
cedure of the actual knower, engaged not in epistemological in- 
quiry, but in the direct solution of a first-hand problem in his 
experience, is not and cannot be “supreme.” The contrary is the 

"The meaning of my insistence, as against Rignano, that it is the relation 
of organism and environment that is restored seems to have escaped Mr. Stuart. 
For without restoration of the relation of harmony or equilibration, life cannot 
continue while specific conditions constituting both organism and environment have 
to be made over in some degree in order that this relation may be re-instated. In 
other words, ^roniformation has a natural biological basis. 
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case. The whole point of my position is precisely that method is 
supreme in direct solution of every first-hand problem in ex- 
perience, so that epistemological inquiry — logical inquiry in my 
terminology — has solely the business of pointing out the char- 
acteristic features of the method which is supreme in these first- 
hand investigations. From an inversion of what 1 intended and 
supposed I had clearly stated in my chapter upon “The Su- 
premacy of Method” follow the further misconceptions of my 
ethical views upon which Dr. Stuart bases his criticisms. 

The issue is perhaps made clearer by an earlier passage in 
which he says that methods are justified by their success, and 
“results derive none of their worth from the method by which 
they have been brought to pass.” This view apparently he 
takes to be so axiomatic that I must also hold it as a matter of 
course; — even though I have repeatedly stated (as in the first 
chapter of my Logic) that conclusions owe their scientific worth 
to the method by which they are reached, while the only re- 
sult an inquirer intends who observes the conditions which are 
set by inquiry itself is resolution of the problematic situation in 
question. How Stuart, or any observer of the procedures of the 
sciences, can say that for an individual inquirer “no method can 
be supreme,” since “what is legislative is the result which he 
desires and intends,” I cannot imagine. For if it means that 
attainment of some special result controls scientific inquiry, the 
remark is as good a description of violation of scientific method 
as can be found.*® 

In reducing what I say about method to an identification of 
it with “a formula of skill to be used as needed,” the supremacy 
of method is so denied that I should have supposed Mr. Stuart 
would have been moved to wonder why I used such a totally 
inappropriate title. In any case what I hold, to repeat, is that 
method in knowing of physical objects is not a formula for 
conducting skilful manipulations, subordinating either the self 
to pre-existing material or the latter to some pre-existing im- 
petus of the self, but is reconstructive of antecedent situations, 
a reconstruction in which the self as knower is changed as well 
as the environing conditions. The function of the chapter on 

^ The inversion of my view is marked in the last section of Stuart’s paper, in 
which he refers to ^^fredet^mined ends.” 
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**The Supremacy of Method” is thus quite literally to prepare 
for the discussions of the next chapter, which is entitled “The 
Construction of Good.” That is to say, precisely because I hold 
that experimental method as union of theory and practice, of 
ideas and operations directed by them, has supremacy over an 
antecedent situation, I also hold that one and the same method 
is to be used in determination of phyacal judgment and the 
value- judgments of morals. In consequence I hold that enjoy- 
ments, objects of desires as they arise, are not values, but are 
problematic material for construction — for creation if you will— 
of values. The dualism between scientific and moral knowing 
arose, as I point out, before the rise cf the experimental method 
in scientific knowing. The theory of scientific knowing that 
reflected this condition — ^pre-scientific in substance — ^limited 
knowing to ascertainment of antecedent reality, while a theory 
of knowing as experimental displays and proves the “supremacy 
of method.” Thus once more the very point in my theory of 
knowing whose presemce has called out the criticisms of other 
contributors is assumed by Mr. Stuart to be so utterly absent in 
my theory of scientifi c knowing as to vitiate my theory of morals. 
My assertion of the supremacy of method is identical with my 
assertion that “intelligent action is the sole ultimate recourse 
of mankind in eve;ry field whatever.” For intelligent action, 
made manifest as i.t is in the experimental method of science, 
while it recognizes the necessity for discovering antecedent con- 
ditions, it employs them when discovered as means for construc- 
tion of a new unified and ordered situation. Or as is stated in 
the very chapter under discussion: “Knowledge of special con- 
ditions and relations is instrumental to the action which is in 
turn an instrument of production of situations having qualities 
of added significance and order.’”* Almost at the end of the same 
chapter, there occurs the following passage, serving as a transi- 
tion to the discussion in the next chapter of “The Construction 
of Good.” “What possibilities of controlled transformation of 

^ Quest for Certainty^ 250. The purport of the discussion is shown in a con- 
clusioU) drawn from the triinsformativc power of the inferences of scientific 
method, to involve the elimination of the dualism between the categories of free- 
dom and purpose which, upon the old theory, caused scientific and moral knowing 
to be thought of as two wholly separate kinds. 



584 JOHN DEWEY 

the content of present belief and practice in human institutions 
and associations are indicated by the control of natural energies 
which natural science has effected?”^ In this passage is indicated 
a real difference between Mr. Stuart and myself. I hold that a 
philosophy of knowing based upon experimental method makes 
it possible to utilize the conclusions of science about natural 
energies so that the latter may become positive means of con- 
structing values, of controlling (as I have said in previous pages) 
the occurrence of enriched values. Mr. Stuart seems to recur 
to the essentially Kantian dualism of scientific and moral know- 
ing, a view which implies the complete indifference of what is 
found out about natural structures and events to formation and 
attainment of moral ends. This “splendid isolation” of moral 
values is bought at too high a price. 

As far as I can make out, Mr. Stuart believes that I begin 
with two separate entities, those commonly called knowing- 
subject and object-to-be-known, and that I then think of know- 
ing as some kind of transaction carried on between these two 
end-terms. This appears to be his view, and he further dis- 
tinguishes knowledge of physical objects as involving subjec- 
tion of the self, as knower, to conditions set by what is to be 
known, whereas in moral knowledge the reverse is the case — 
the self insisting upon subordination of existing material to an 
end ity in its very capacity as Self, sets up. At all events, he 
states my view as follows: 

If conditions when encountered are found not ‘^wholly good,” it is 
because some 'Present eni of the individual finds itself adversely affected 
by them. In such a situation we have, according to the scheme of Pro- 
fessor Dewey’s naturalism, the drive or inertia of the ^^organism^s^^ dis- 
turbed or interrupted activity seeking to push forward. Pushing forward, 
it spreads out in continuously ramifying trains of atte.itive and manipula- 
tive behavior by which the environment is explored and reconstructed.®^ 

** Ibid.^ 252. 

“ Italics not in original text. They .are emphasized to indicate how definitely 
Stuart reads into my theory an original separation of self and object, organism 
and environment, and regards that disturbance which initiates knowing to be 
something produced in the former by some change in the latter} as over against 
my actual theory in which the disturbance is of a situation in which organism 
and environment are functionally united. (Cf. passage on p. 305 above.) 
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The same point of view is found when he says, speaking of 
my supposed view, that “a situation presents itself to the knower 
as doubtful” or precarious, as if I held the situation to be out- 
side the knower, and again when he says, nominally reporting 
my view, that “precariousness apprehended” is the “occasion 
for the knower* s resort to method** He also frequently speaks 
of some “intrusion” furnishing the occasion for the self’s en- 
gaging in knowing. It is this background which leads him to 
suppose that I believe in the sufremacy of method only in that 
rather trivial — or at least definitely secondary — sense in which, 
according to him, it does not apply to inquiry engaged in “direct 
solution of a first-hand problem in experience” — which is exactly 
where it does apply. From this attributed interpretation — and 
from it alone — follows the conclusion that to me knowing, even 
in the case of moral judgment, consists only in using a method 
of manipulative skill for getting rid of the external conditions 
which interfere with,' disturb, intrude upon the self and the 
knower. 

I can readily understand that Dr. Stuart may have worked 
out his own view of moral knowing in contrast to such a view 
as has just been stated, and I can certainly see how, if he takes 
such a view to be the correct statement and the “ordinary the- 
ory” of what takes place in scientific knowing, he should insist 
upon a rigid dualism between scientific and moral knowing. I 
do not see how he came to attribute this view to me since it is 
so nearly the opposite of the one I have set forth. Aside from 
his questionable deduction of what a naturalistic view must be, 
it is probable, judging from his quotations of passages found 
in the earlier part of the chapter on “The Supremacy of Meth- 
od” that he was also misled by taking part of my view for the 
whole of it. For in the early part of that chapter I give a rather 
summary account of behavior, emotional, volitional, cognitive, 
from the -psychological standpoint — that is from the standpoint 
of the organic factor in the total life-function. In this account 
psychological phenomena are interpreted as behavioral responses 
to the doubtful as such. However, this account is so far from 
being a statement of the method of knowing — that which has 
rightful supremacy — that it deliberately commences with con- 
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ditions as they exist after a total qualitative existential situation 
has been disrupted from within and in consequence the self- 
organism — ^and environing conditions being no longer unified 
in that situation are set practically at odds. It then proceeds to 
describe the characteristic phenomena of the former from the 
standpoint just mentioned — ^behavioral responses to the doubt- 
ful — dealing, accordingly and deliberately so, only with a par- 
tial factor of method. So far is the account given in this 
connection from being the whole story, that this section of my 
discussion was occasioned by the need of advancing some theory 
of the phenomena ordinarily called mental or psychological in 
which the “self,” “subject,” “mind,” “knower” is not (as I 
have held it is not) an original separate entity set over against 
objects and the world. Even from the standpoint of this inten- 
tionally partial account— partial because stated from a special 
angle — there is no justification for the introduction of the 
categories of “intrusions” and “manipulations.” The doubtful 
is not an intrusion, and the last thing a behavioral response can 
do to or with the doubtful is to manipulate it. Only the def- 
initely and mechanically settled can be manipulated by rules of 
skill. I believe that Francis Bacon did hold that rules of skill 
could be worked out so that all persons could be put by training 
on practically the same level, just as persons can learn pro- 
ficiency in use of tools like a hammer or plane. But when a sci- 
entific inquirer is faced with a problematic situation rules of skill 
are just what are precluded by the very fact that the situation is 
so pervasively problematic. 

In one passage, Mr. Stuart expressly points out that accord- 
ing to me determinations like mind, body, and the outer world 
emerge and function within “the situation taken as a whole in 
its problematic character.” Taken by itself this passage might 
lead one to wonder how it was that he did not see that the dis- 
tinction of organism and environment, knower and that-to-be- 
known, also arises and functions within the total problematic 
situation as a means to its resolution — a process by which both 
are in some degree modified or reconstituted. But his previous 
sentence explains why he did not grasp my actual view. For it 
reads “The precarious environment must accordingly be faced 
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with such detachment and fortitude as the agent can muster and 
then grasped as a whole as problematic.”'* Not only does this 
passage prove that Mr. Stuart attributes to me from the very 
start a differentiation and opposition of “knower” and *‘the-to- 
be-known” but also supposes that it is the environment which is 
grasped as problematic — while according to my view a situation 
is problematic prior to any “grasping” or “apprehension” what- 
ever, the first act of knovnng being to locate a 'problem by selec- 
tive or analytic discrimination of some of the observable con- 
stituents of the total situation. 

It should then be clear that my view of the nature of know- 
ing goes further than does that of Dr. Stuart in providing the 
groundwork and groundplan of a theory of moral knowing 
similar in general features to that he set forth in his article as 
if in opposition to mine. For his theory sets up an impassable 
dualism between the two kinds of judging, while mine asserts 
continuity, which, as I have said, involves difference as well 
as community. The formation of a self new in some respect or 
some degree is, then, involved in every genuine act of inquiry. 
In the cognitive situation as such the overt and explicit emphasis 
falls upon the resolution of the situation by means of change 
produced in environing conditions, whereas in the distinctively 
moral situation it falls upon the reconstruction of the self as the 
distinctively demanded means. But the difference is in any case 
one of emphasis. There are occasions when for the proper con- 
duct of knowing as the controlling interest, the problem be- 
comes that of reconstruction of the selj engaged in inquiry. 
This happens when the pursuit of inquiry, according to condi- 
tions set by the need of following subject-matter where it leads, 
requires willingness to surrender a theory dear to the heart of 
an inquirer and willingness to forego reaching the conclusion 
he would have preferred to reach. On the other hand, the prob- 
lem of reconstructing the self cannot be solved unless inquiry 
takes into account reconstitution of existing conditions, a matter 
which poses a problem in which scientific knowledge is indis- 
pensable for effecting an outcome satisfying the needs of the 
situation. 

"See p. 294 above) italics mine. 
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In propounding a theory of knowing I have insisted that in- 
quiry itself involves in its own nature conditions to be satisfied. 
The autonomy of inquiry is equivalent to demand for integrity 
of inquiry. It is this fact that leads to the definition of truth in 
its intellectual or cognitive sense in terms of fulfilment of con- 
dition intrinsic to inquiry. But the will, the disposition, to main- 
tain the integrity intrinsic to inquiry is a moral matter. In this 
regard, the operations of valuation which I have affirmed to be 
involved in any case in knowing — in choice of data and hy- 
potheses and experimental operations to be performed — pass 
into definitely moral valuations whenever the existing habits 
and character of an inquirer set up obstacles to maintenance of 
integral inquiry. Reconstitution into a self in some respects new 
is then not incidental but central. I suggested earlier that the 
current theory of verification and of the cognitive truth of 
propositions — ^validity as I call it — suffers from having read 
into it the moral meaning of truth. But whenever the imme- 
diate problem in conduct of inquiry for the sake of obtaining 
knowledge involves the will to search for evidence, to weigh 
it fairly, not to load the dice, to control a preference for one 
theory over another so that it does not affect the conclusion 
reached, the category of truth in its moral sense is supreme. This 
is a reason why denial of the possibility of validly grounded 
valuation propositions involves, as its logical consequence, suicide 
of scientific knowing, a logical destruction which is not averted 
by insisting that propositions are inherently true or false. 

Perhaps I can illustrate my meaning by referring to an in- 
cidental remark of mine of which Mr. Stuart makes a great deal, 
the remark, namely, that “were existing conditions wholly good, 
the notion of possibilities to be realized would never arise.” 
Now I think that common experience and the evidence of his- 
tory testify that the occurrence of problematic situations, neces- 
sitating the putting forth of effort in thinking, was usually re- 
garded as bad^ as obnoxious^ until the pursuit of inquiry was 
found to be a good on its own account. When inquiry is found 
to be a good, then the occurrence of problematic situations is 
welcomed as contributory to enjoyed possession of a good. I 
cannot find in the sentence quoted the ominous meaning it seems 
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to bear to Mr. Stuart. “Were conditions wholly good” lays 
down a completely generalized and comprehensive condition. Its 
scope is not limited to conditions as they present themselves at 
a specified time. It applies to the total enduring experience of 
any person. Any one who has ever experienced conditions that 
are not wholly good will, in the degree of his capacity to learn, 
be aware that conditions may not be wholly good in situations 
where on the surface there seems to be nothing the matter. 
Just as the inquirer as such will be on the lookout for -problems ^ 
so the conscientious person will be on the lookout for some- 
thing better instead of being content with customary goods. 
There is, in other words, none of that incompatibility which Mr. 
Stuart seems to find between what I have said in my chapter 
in Dewey and Tufts’ Ethics about the conscientious person and 
what I have said would happen if conditions “were wholly 
good.” No one lives in a world in which he has found every- 
thing at all times perfect. If he understands the meaning of 
this fact he has learned to be alive to possibilities. The potential 
better will then be regarded as the good — and the only good — 
of any situation, a statement as applicable to scientific inquiry 
as to any moral matter. A disposition framed when conditions 
are overtly not wholly good is capable, like the experimental 
method itself, of exercise when, on the surface, they seem good. 

It will be noted that I have given much more attention to 
Mr. Stuart’s idea about my theory of knowing than to his spe- 
cial criticisms of what he takes to be my ethical position. The 
reason is that Mr. Stuart’s belief that I deny the “incom- 
mensurability” and disparity of ends and values, and hence re- 
duce what seem to be conflicts to a difference negotiable by 
“manipulation of intrusive” factors is the product of his mis- 
conception of my theory of inquiry. For according to this the- 
ory, the conflict which is involved in any problematic situation 
is such as to be resolvable only by qualitative transformations. 
I have indeed emphasized, in what I have said about morals, 
especially in their social aspect, the idea that production of new 
environing conditions is a prerequisite of the creation of an en- 
during new self. But that emphasis was not by way of disparag- 
ing the importance of a new self but by way of protest against 
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the “subjectivistic” morals which identify “meaning well” with 
morality, and which thereby deny importance to active effort 
which always makes some change in previous conditions — ex- 
actly as does experiment in scientific inquiry.®* If there is a dif- 
ference between us as to the basic problem in the moral situation 
being the problem of what the self shall become and be (as the 
end at stake), it is in the fact that I treat the difference between 
this problem and that of adjusting means with reference to an 
accepted end as relative, not absolute. I quote the following pas- 
sages from Dewey and Tufts’ Ethics: “The person who com- 
pletely ignored the connection of the great number of more or 
less routine acts with the small number in which there is a clear 
moral issue, would be an utterly undependable person j” and 
again, “Every act has potential moral significance because it is, 
through its consequences,®* part of a larger whole of behavior j” 
and again. 

Every choice sustains a double relation to the self. It reveals the exist- 
ing self and it forms the future self . . . shapes the self, making it, in 
some degree, a new self. This fact is especially marked at critical junc- 
tures, but it marks every choice to some extent, however slight.®® 

And once more this position follows directly from the recon- 
structive function of inquiry in obtaining tested knowledge. Now 
I do not wish to infer that Dr. Stuart does in fact make a sharp 
separation between “economic” situations, in which the prob- 
lem refers simply to conflict of means with respect to an ac- 
cepted and unquestioned end, and “moral” situations where 
conflict of incommensurable ends sets the problem of deter- 
mining what the self shall be. I only say that ij he holds to such 
a separation, I go further in the direction he points out as nec- 
essary to genuine moral knowing than he does. For I do not 
admit anything but a strictly relative distinction between means 
and ends. Consequently wheti 1 have touched upon economic 
and political problems in writing upon social philosophy I have 

“The trouble with the Kantian Good Will does not lie in its emphasis upon 
active disposition and resolute character, but in its separation of will from all em- 
pirical conditions of desire and purpose. 

“ Consequences, namely, upon formation of habits and hence formation of a self. 

“ EtMes, i7«, 179, 317. 
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held that all such problems are problems of valuation in the 
moral sense. It is in this context that 1 have dwelt upon inul- 
ligent action as the sole and supreme method of deling with 
economic and political issues, and have tried to take that state- 
ment out of the region of innocuous truisms by linking up the 
possibility of intelligence in action with that ascertained knowl- 
edge of conditions and consequences which is obtained by the 
use of the methods which stand out conspicuously in the physical 
sciences. We are thus brought back to that instrumental view 
of attained knowledge which has given so much trouble to some 
of my critics.'** 

II. Dr. Geiger’s paper is welcome because of its recognition 
of the moral context of economic and political issues in my so- 
cial philosophy, moral being here viewed as a matter of choice 
ensuing upon valuations. The importance of the practical ques- 
tions he raises at the close of his exposition is not to be denied. 
To my mind they come to this: Is the disproportion between the 
application of the scientific experimental method to the physical 
conditions of human associations and its lack of application in 
direct social affairs such that, in the present state of the world, 
it is hopeless to expect a change? I know of no sweeping answer 
to this question. But the problem is one of degree, not of all 
or none. It cannot be denied that in our social life a great im- 
balance has resulted because the method of intelligent action 
has been used in determining the physical conditions that are 
causes of social effects, whereas it has hardly been tried in de- 
termination of social ends and values. One might point out that 
the use of other principles, custom, external authority, force, 
so-called absolute ideals and standards — out of the range of 
empirical adjudication because absolute — in lieu of intelligent 
action, has played the chief part in the production of the situa- 

I have said nothing here about Mr. Stuart’s criticism of my view of the role 
of consequences. In principle, their role in morals is the same as in scientific in- 
quiry. They are important not as such or by themselves but in their function as 
tests of ideas, principles, theories. It is possible that at times, in opposition to 
ifse dixit ‘‘intuitions” and dogmatic assertion of absolute standards, I have em- 
phasized the importance of consequences so as to seem to make them supreme in 
and of themselves. If so, I have departed from my proper view, that of their 
use as tests of proposed ends and ideals. 
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tion which makes it so extremely difficult to use the method of 
intelligent action. While this fact does not modify the conditions 
which create the difficulty, application of the method, like char- 
ity, begins at home. The application is to the methods zpg are to 
apply in our economic and political predicaments, not as to what 
people on the other side of the world are going to do." If, in- 
stead of letting our imagination roam abroad to dwell upon the 
difficulties other nations and persons experience in using the 
method, we fasten attention upon our own problenis, the dif- 
ficulties in the way of its use are much less. To consider the 
state of the world at large in this or any similar connection is 
itself a procedure that violates the supremacy of method. For 
we are here in a specific social and historic situation which com- 
pels a choice based on valuations, and it is we, with respect to 
our own specific problems, who have to form the valuations and 
to make a choice. 

In any case, the question is not, as critics have sometimes put 
it, one of intelligence, or knowledge, versus action, but one of 
intelligent action versus some other kind of action — whether it 
relies on arbitrament by violence, or “dialectical materialistic in- 
evitability,” on dogmas of race, blood, nationality, or super- 
natural guidance. The method of intelligent experimental ac- 
tion is criticized on the ground that class interests are too strong 
to permit its use, so that the only alternative is the method of 
class war with victory to the strongest. It is not enough to coun- 
ter this argument by saying that most of those who hold it are 
indulging in a dialectical game and have rarely faced what the 
concrete consequences of this appeal to violence would be. But 
when some dogma — called a “law” — of inevitable historic 
evolution is appealed to, it can be replied that the issue is not 
whether there will be clashes and conflicts of interests but how 
they are to be met and what kind of action, probably involving 
uncier certain conditions positive use of force, shall be under- 

” I wish to take this opportunity to express my full agreement with what Dr. 
Randall says in his paper about the importance of developing the skills that, if they 
were produced, would constitute political technology. The fact — which he points 
out— that I have myself done little or nothing in this direction does not detract 
from my recognition that in the concrete the invention of such a technology is 
the heart of the problem of intelligent action in political matters. 
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taken. The alternative is not an extreme pacifism which makes 
a fetish of passivity. The basic difference is that one theory, 
that of inevitable class conflict and inevitable victory for one 
class, takes situations in a mechanical and wholesale manner, 
whereas the method of intelligent action insists upon analysis 
at each stef of the concrete situation then and there existing, 
basing its hypothesis as to what should be done upon the results 
of that analysis, and testing moreover the adequacy of the 
hypothesis at every step by the consequences that result from 
acting upon it. The question is one of choice— choice between a 
procedure which is rigid because based on fixed dogma, and one 
which is flexible because based upon examination of problems 
actually experienced and because proposing policies as hypoth- 
eses to be experimentally tested and modified. 

I return to Mr. Geiger’s paper with a few words about the 
issue of the critical versus the gradual. I do not think the an- 
tithesis is well taken. There is something critical in every prob- 
lematic situation; it marks a qualitative turn, a divergence; it 
is of the nature of a “mutation” rather than of a Darwinian 
“variation.” Crises differ greatly of course, in the depth and 
range of the conflicting issues involved in them. But the critical 
quality remains in spite of differences of degree. The execution 
of any policy for directing change to one outcome rather than 
to another is nevertheless a gradual affair; the more critical the 
emergency, the more gradual will be the execution of the plans 
and policies by which it is finally resolved. The idea that the 
resolution of a crisis is of the same abrupt nature as is the oc- 
currence of the crisis is a Utopian confusion. A revolutionary 
event is a crisis of high intensity. But the idea that the revolu- 
tion in its immediate occurrence, as of a given date, 1789 or 
1917/18, is anything more than the beginning of a gradual 
process is a case of Utopian self-delusion. The method of in- 
telligent action has to be applied at every step of that process 
in which a revolution “runs its course.” Its final outcome does 
not depend upon the original abrupt revolutionary occurrence 
but upon the way intelligent action intervenes at each step of its 
course — as all history shows in spite of ex post facto “inevitabil- 
ities” constructed after choice has manifested its effects. Per- 
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haps the worst feature of social philosophies that substitute in- 
evitabilities, materialistic in nature, for choices moral in nature 
because made after intelligent evaluation, is not that they get 
rid of choice, but that by eliminating intelligent valuation they 
put a premium on arbitrary choice. 

I am glad to have an opportunity to say something about an- 
other question raised in Mr. Geiger’s contribution. It concerns 
what he says about ultimate values. I have carried on a polemic 
against ultimates and finalities because I found them presented 
as things that are inherently absolute, like “ends-in-themselves” 
instead of ends-in-relationships. The reason they have been 
proferred as absolutes is that they have been taken out of any 
and all temporal context. A thing may be ultimate in the sense 
of coming last in a given temporal series, so that it is ultimate 
jor that series. There are things that come last in reflective 
valuations and, as terminal, they are ultimate. Now Dr. Geiger 
is quite right in saying that for me the method of intelligent ac- 
tion is precisely such an ultimate value. It is the last, the final 
or closing, thing we come upon in inquiry into inquiry. But the 
place it occupies in the temporal manifestation of inquiry is what 
makes it such a value, not some property it possesses in and of 
itself, in the isolation of non-relatedness. It is ultimate in use 
and function} it does not claim to be ultimate because of an 
absolute “inherent nature” making it sacrosanct, a transcendent 
object of worship. 

III. The topic of religion as presented by Dr. Schaub is not 
intimately connected with the subjects just discussed. But com- 
ments upon his paper seem to belong more properly here than 
at any other place. I shall follow Dr. Schaub’s treatment in 
separating, for the most part, my view about religion from my 
larger and inclusive philosophical position, although if the lat- 
ter approach had been chosen, 1 think something could be 
fruitfully said concerning my philosophic interpretation of ex- 
perience in its religious aspect. As it is. Dr. Schaub finds an 
early article of mine prophetic of my later more explicit treat- 
ments of religion. While he mentions that the quotations he 
makes are from an article devoted to the question of giving 
religion a place in the subjects taught in our public schools he 
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does not seem to have noted how directly and almost excluavely 
the passages he quotes have to do with that particular issue. An 
argument against the attempt to put instruction in religion into 
our public school curriculum (a movement that goes contrary to 
the whole American social and educational tradition), is not 
the place where I should look to find material regarding one’s 
general attitude toward religion. Nor do I understand that Dr. 
Schaub is engaged in criticizing my views in that particular re- 
spect, or is himself arguing for making the teaching of religion 
a part of our tax-supported public school system. And yet I have 
some difficulty in judging just why he attaches so much impor- 
tance to this particular article — written as it was so largely to 
explain to an English audience the difference between their and 
the American attitude in this matter. However, since Mr. Schaub 
selects it for special attention because of what he regards as its 
“prophetic” quality, I shall also deal with it in that aspect. 

In the first place, it is true that I looked hopefully forward 
to a decay of the sectarian spirit that was, when I wrote, such a 
marked feature of the religion of the churches and to the emer- 
gence of a “broader and more catholic, and more genuinely 
religious spirit.” I may have been unduly optimistic in enter- 
taining these hopes j they are certainly still far from realization. 
But just how the fact that I had these particular hopes is a sign 
of an unsympathetic attitude on my part toward religion I do 
not see. I can hardly believe that Dr. Schaub is arguing by 
implication for a continuance of a narrow sectarian spirit. The 
alternative explanation is, I imagine, my belief that the asso- 
ciation of religion with the supernatural tends by its owm nature 
to breed the dogmatic and the divisive spirit. To this belief I 
plead guilty, and I do not find anything in what Mr. Schaub has 
to offer which contravenes what seems to be almost a common- 
place of history. For, the greater the insistence by a given church 
body upon the supernatui al, the more insistent is it bound to be 
upon certain tenets which must be accepted — at the peril of 
one’s immortal soul. When Dr. Schaub quotes from me a pas- 
sage about the possibility of “a religious mode of life which will 
be the fine flower of the modern spirit’s achievement,’” he can 
hardly take that passage to be evidence of a coldly hostile at- 
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titude on my part to everything religious. So I imagine that 
the trouble he finds there also springs from my reference to 
the “modern spirit” as something which puts away the super- 
naturalism of the race’s immaturity, and relies upon the re- 
sources of the scientific search for truth and upon a democratic 
way of life to generate a more humane, more liberal, and broader 
religious attitude. 

In order that the reader may have before him the sort of 
thing which I was — in a spirit perhaps of too great hopeful- 
ness — ^“prophesying,” I quote some additional remarks from the 
same article about the potential religious aspect of human ex- 
perience when it is liberated from supernaturalism and dog- 
matism. 

That science has the same spiritual import as supernaturalism; that 
democracy translates into the same religious attitude as did feudalism; 
that it is only a matter of slight changes of phraseology, a development of 
old symbolisms into new shades of meaning — such beliefs testify to that 
torpor of imagination which is the uniform effect of dogmatic belief. 

And again “It is the part of men to labor persistently and pa- 
tiently for the clarification and development of the positive 
creed of life implicit in democracy and science.” Again, “For 
all we know the integrity of mind which is loosening the hold 
of all these things [rites, symbols and ideas associated with dog- 
matic beliefs] is potentially much more religious than all it is 
displacing.” And once more “So far as education is concerned, 
those who believe in religion as a natural expression of human 
experience must devote themselves to the development of the 
ideas of life which lie implicit in our still new science and our 
still newer democracy.” I might quote other passages in the 
same vein. But these should suffice. I can understand why Dr. 
Schaub should object to the interpretation of the religious con- 
tained in these passages, for' I can understand that his idea of 
religion may be radically different, more akin perhaps to the 
things to which I object in traditional religion. But he goes 
further than this. He finds in the article which includes such 
passages as those cited, signs of an attitude hostile to assigning 
any important significance and value to the religious phase of 
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experience. To me, on the other hand, his interpretation is a 
fairly typical sign of that sectarian spirit which takes hostility 
to particular views about religion to be itself anti-religious. 

About all I need to say accordingly about the later writings 
of which the passages I have quoted are prophetic, is that they 
are devoted to making explicit the religious values implicit in 
the spirit of science as undogmatic reverence for truth in what- 
ever form it presents itself, and the religious values implicit in 
our common life, especially in the moral significance of democ- 
racy as a way of living together. Mr. Schaub prefers another 
kind of religion — ^which is his personal right. A Common Faith 
was not addressed to those who are content with traditions in 
which ^‘metaphysical” is substantially identical with “super- 
natural.” It was addressed to those who have abandoned super- 
naturalism, and who on that account are reproached by tradi- 
tionalists for having turned their backs on everything religious. 
The book was an attempt to show such persons that they still 
have within their experience all the elements which give the 
religious attitude its value. The response from the persons to 
whom the book was especially addressed was so cordial as to 
more than make up for the disfavor that greeted it in other 
quarters. 

E. Some “Metaphysical” Questions 

There are certain issues — of the type usually referred to as 
“metaphysical” — touched upon in various criticisms j “meta- 
physical” in the sense in which an empirical naturalist may give 
that name to the more generalized statements about Nature 
which he finds to be justified. They are found in Mr. Parodi’s 
article and in some of the criticisms passed by Messrs. Savery 
and Murphy. Before taking up the issue raised by Mr. Parodi, 
I want to thank him for his grasp of the main purpose of my 
philosophical writings: “To reintegrate human knowledge and 
activity in the general framework of reality and natural proc- 
esses.” For I doubt if another as brief a sentence can be found 
to express as well the problem which has most preoccupied me. 

I. The special problem which Mr. Parodi’s criticism raises 
is typical of my larger endeavor at reintegration. As stated by 
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him, it has two sides. From one side, it is the problem of the 
possibility of bringing our conscious awareness into a frame of 
reference which also includes physical events j from the side of 
voluntary action, it is the problem of transition, within the same 
frame of reference, from conscious intent to physiological and 
physical movement. The first question is illustrated by the ques- 
tion of the relation of physical vibrations and nerve changes to 
sensations. Since the general problem is far too vast to be ade- 
quately considered here I shall select for discussion only the 
point that illustrates my position on the larger issue. Mr. Parodi 
says that in the sequence of physiological and nervous processes 
one nowhere finds “the color red, as something felt, as the 
sensation or the perception properly so called.” This sentence 
suggests the difference between the problem as it presents itself 
to me and as it presents itself to Mr. Parodi. For in my theory, 
the problem is not that of the relation of the physical and ex- 
ternal to the mental or internal. It is, as I hope some of my 
previous remarks have made clearer than it may have been 
before, the problem of the relation of immediate qualities to 
objects of science. According to my solution, the latter func- 
tion as the existential causal conditions of the former, qualities 
being consummatory manifestations of these conditions. It is in 
this context, for example, that I have insisted that all qualities, 
even the tertiary ones and, a fortiori, those of color, like red, 
are “doings of natural conditions.” If one accepts continuity as 
a natural category, then the problem of how specific transitions 
are made in the case of qualities is exactly the same sort of prob- 
lem that is found in any case of temporal sequence where a later 
stage is qualitatively unlike an earlier one. The general fact 
that qualitative transitions occur — as, for example, in produc- 
tion of water — is something characterizing nature. It is some- 
thing to be accepted rather than to be taken as posing a difficulty 
to be surmounted. These are problems of ascertaining the spe- 
cial conditions under which specific qualitative transitions take 
place, but not the problem of why the universe is as it is. 

When I say then that Mr. Parodi states the difficulty in terms 
of his own philosophical premises, I mean that he takes a qual- 
ity, say red, to be intrinsically something felt, a “sensation” in 
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and of itself. My view is more realistically naive. The quality 
occurs exactly, in principle, as any natural event, say a thunder- 
shower. There is no passage from the physical to the mental, 
from an external world to something felt or of the nature of a 
psychical consciousness, but from objects with one set of qual- 
ities to objects with other qualities. When, however, a quality 
is termed a “sensation,” or is explicitly taken in connection with 
an act of perceiving, something additive has happened. It is now 
placed in a specially selected connection, that to the organism 
or self. Pending the outcome of an inquiry not yet completed, 
one may not know whether a quality, say red, belongs to this 
or that object in the environment,®* nor indeed whether it may 
not be the product of intra-organic processes as in the case of 
“seeing stars” after a blow on the head. In other words, the 
occurrence of qualities upon my view is a purely natural event. 
Scientific physical objects in their relatively quality-less char- 
acter are selections of correlations between changes, in whose 
constitution qualities are irrelevant. 

The final reference of qualities to intra-organic events is itself 
a reference to one kind of object in the natural world. Similarly, 
when we explain a curious superstition entertained by members 
of a savage tribe we do not do so, on my theory, by referring 
it to “consciousness,” but to specifiable natural conditions — ^tradi- 
tions and institutions being included in this case among natural 
conditions. According to my position the problem as it is stated 
by Mr. Parodi is present only when what is secondary, because 
arising in a definitely cognitive situation, is taken to be pri- 
mary. When it is taken to be primary, all the difficulties that are 
found in epistemological theories — where controversy is never 
finally settled — present themselves: Namely, given a separate 
existential realm of consciousness or of the mental, how to get 
out of it over into a world that is “external” to it? 

There is an issue closely connected with the view that qual- 
ities and individual and unrepeatable things are genuine natural 

/ 

* It is in this connection that I identify certain forms of behavior, those de- 
nominated “psycholog'ical,** as responses to the doubtful as such. Here, as in con- 
nection with Mr. Stuart’s paper, they arc derived, not orip;;lnalj sero:,dary, not 
primary, occurring" when an experienced situation becomes problematic. 
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existences. It is much too large to discuss here but it may be 
mentioned. Were it not for ambiguities in the notion of “emer- 
gence” it might be connected with that idea. If scientific laws 
and objects are of the Icind I have said they are, the connections 
which are involved in production of qualitative objects are neces- 
sary but not the qualities themselves. There is, then, room in 
nature for contingency and novelty, for potentialities that are 
actualized under conditions so complex as to occur only in the 
course of processes of development that take a long time. Ajter 
the conditions have come about and the new qualities have ap- 
peared, it is possible to form generalizations about uniformities 
and make predictions about the future occurrence of the qual- 
ities. But the first appearance of the qualities in question may 
have been utterly unpredictable. In short, according to my view 
of the relation between qualitative things and scientific objects 
the natural world is itself marked by contingencies, instead of 
being a closed box of tight necessities. Under specifiable condi- 
tions, these contingencies present themselves as indeterminates 
that need to be determined if certain life-activities are to go on. 
Then the kind of responsive behavior occurs that is marked by 
qualities which, when they are abstracted, are called sensations, 
images, ideas, etc., in a mentalistic sense. I do not of course offer 
this remark as settling the problems raised by Parodi. But I think 
it is clear that the problem of the relation of the “mental” to 
the processes of the natural world must be stated differently if 
that world is one of closed mechanical necessities than if it is 
marked by contingencies that leave room for potentialities not 
yet manifested. For in the former case, the terms of the prob- 
lem are intrinsically opposed, whereas they are not in the latter 
case. 

II. According to Mr. Murphy certain things I have said 
about the relation of experience to the world may be understood 
in accordance with the principle of objective relativism, so that 
the idea of bifurcation in nature is avoided. But, unfortunately, 
that strain or aspect in my doctrine he finds to be brought to 
nought by another and more persistent strain in my theory of 
knowing — ^producing a veritable skeleton in my philosophical 
closet. For 
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there is an unhappy discrepancy between experience as it ought to be if 
its place in the natural world is to be made intelligible and experience as 
it must be if Dewey’s epistemology is correct. In the former capacity, 
“experience” is the essential link between man and a world which ante- 
dates his appearance in it. In the latter, “experience” is the terminus of 
all knowing, in the sense that our (sic!') cognitive claims refer ultimately 
to what experience will show itself to be in a resolved state and nothing 
else. If thffi latter account is true, all statements about a natural environ- 
ment outside of these immediate experiences become on analysis simply 
means of facilitating cognitive transitions to such enjoyed immediacies 
and the world . . . collapses into immediacy. 

The statement quoted is unfortunately not free from am- 
biguity. Does his reference to the fact that in my view knowing 
terminates in experience signify that in his view cognitive refer- 
ence to the world (say the world antedating the appearance of 
human beings upon it), does not involve reference to any ex- 
perience.? Does it mean that knowledge of the world is not in 
any sense whatever an experience? These questions suggest that 
the problem Mr. Murphy raises as if it bore simply on my 
theory is one which in some way must be met by any theory 
whatever. If, for example, Mr. Murphy means that knowledge 
of a world antedating experience is not in itself in any way what- 
ever an experience of anybody, his view is certainly an extraor- 
dinary one. But if he does not mean this, he, too, must hold that 
knowing in such a case has its terminus in experience — namely, 
in an experience of the world as thus and so in time and space. 
If he holds the latter view, then the fact that I also hold that 
knowing terminates in an experience can hardly constitute a 
peculiarly personal skeleton. If then his criticism is grounded, 
it is not just because I hold that knowing terminates in ex- 
perience, but because of the kind of experience in which he sup- 
poses knowing must terminate upon my theory — a view con- 
tained, I imagine, in his phrase “and nothing else.” Since he 
offers no evidence in support of his view that the resolved sit- 
uation (which is the terminal of knowledge according to my 
theory) cannot have as its subject-matter objects or events exist- 
ing in the world independent of the knower, one hardly knows 
how or where to lay hold of his argument. Apparently, however. 
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his point is somehow expressed in the clause ^Vhat experience 
will show itself to be in a resolved state and nothing else.” I 
am unable, however, to derive an intelligible meaning from this 
phrase. For if experience is, as I have said, always of some- 
thing, namely, of the environment (though not necessarily, 
according to my theory, of it, in a cognitive mode), it is impos- 
sible to see why the environing conditions that are involved 
should disappear or collapse when and because they are so or- 
dered as to constitute a terminal resolved situation. Certainly 
Mr. Murphy oflFers no reason for concluding that such a dis- 
appearance is implied in my account of the transformation, 
through experimental operations of inquiry, of the existential 
material or an indeterminate situation into the ordered objects 
of a resolved situation. If the problem is how from experienced 
materials of the present environment we validly infer condi- 
tions of some temporally past environment — such as that of 
some long bygone geological age — the problem is one which 
any theory whatever has to face. And it is moreover a problem 
to which a chapter of my Lo^c is especially devoted. 

Since one can only guess at what Mr. Murphy takes to be 
the logical core of his criticism, it may be that it is found in 
reference to the fact that, according to me, the terminal ex- 
perience, that of the resolved situation, is “immediate.” Now 
as has been said earlier in this reply — and not for the first time — 
every experience, every existence for that matter, is imme- 
diate in its occurrence. Calling it immediate signifies only that 
it is just what it is. There is, however, a sense of immediate in 
which it is opposed to mediate. Now by description or tru- 
istically, the resolved situation as terminal is not mediate. But 
immediateness in this sense has nothing whatever to do with 
the subject-matter and objective reference of the resolved sit- 
uation. If final conclusions or terminals of inquiry because of 
their final, not mediating, character, render their subject-matter 
immediate, then, according to Mr. Murphy’s implied logic, 
every conclusion would, on any theory, “collapse into imme- 
diacy.” As they do not on other theories, so they do not on 
mine. 
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Since there is no possible interpretation from any point of 
^new of the passage quoted from which the conclusion that Mr. 
Murphy draws really follows, one has good reason for suppos- 
ing that his conclusion is derived from some other source. In 
view of his confusion of the two senses of the instrumental al- 
ready discussed, one would look in that direction for an ex- 
planation, especially because of the otherwise superfluous 
mention of “enjoyed immediacies.” One finds in an earlier page 
of Mr. Murphy’s essay the following passage: 

The essential fact is that where the distinction between the value of an 
idea as a means for discovering the truth has been confused with its value 
as a means for subserving interests felt on other grounds to be important, 
there is simply no ground left for an independent estimate of truth as 
such — 

a statement no one can question. But as a practicing, and not just 
professed, contextualist I have distinguished the contexts in 
which ideas (in their correlation with facts of observation) serve 
as means for reaching knowledge as warranted assertion (or 
truth), and the context in which attained knowledge {because 
it has been attained by the foregoing process) serves as a poten- 
tial means for control and enrichment of consummatory non- 
cognitive experiences. I confess the idea that experiences of 
things in the latter capacity could possibly be controlled by any- 
thing excepting actual conditions of the actual world had never 
occurred to me, since I am not a believer in magic. The fact that 
external environing conditions are the causes — and the only 
causes — of the experiences that occur is just the reason why my 
theory has emphasized the fact that knowledge, through the 
intermediary of intelligent action, is the sole means of regulat- 
ing the existence in experience of values or consummatory ob- 
jects. It is also the reason why, in contrast to most social and 
moral theories, much importance is attached to the potential 
functions of the conclusions reached in the natural sciences. I 
quote once more a typical passage: 

The final thing is appreciation and use of things of direct experience. 
These are known in as far as their constituents and their form (that of 
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the constituents) are the result of science. But they are alto more than 
science. They are natural objects experienced in relations and continuities 
that are summed up in rich and definite individual forms. 

To be known natural objects and yet to be more than objects 
of sciences is hardly a way of saying that experience of a resolved 
situation cuts o£F, because of its terminal position, all links with 
the natural world. 

III. The final “metaphysical” question upon which I shall 
touch has to do with a question raised by Savery — ^Naturalism 
or Materialism? I am aware that emotional causes often dictate 
preference for one word over another. It is then quite proper to 
ask whether dislike for associations with the word materialism 
have dictated my use of naturalism to describe my philosophic 
point of view. Since I hold that all the subject-matter of ex- 
perience is dependent upon physical conditions, it may be asked 
why do I not come out frankly and use the word materialism? 
In my case, there are two main reasons. One of them is that 
there is involved in this view a metaphysical theory of substance 
which I do not accept} and I do not see how any \new can be 
called materialism that does not take “matter” to be a substance 
and to be the only substance — in the traditional meta:physical 
sense of substance. The other reason is closely connected with 
this, being perhaps but a specific empirical version of what has 
just been said. The meaning of materialism and of matter in 
■philosofhy is determined by opposition to the psychical and 
mental as spiritual. When the antithetical position is completely 
abandoned, I fail to see what meaning “matter” and “nuterial- 
ism” have for philosophy. Matter has a definite assignable 
meaning in physical science. It designates something capable of 
being expressed in mathematical symbols which are distin- 
guished from those defining energy. It is not possible to gen- 
eralize the definite meanit^g “matter” has in this context of 
physical science into a philosophical view — ^which materialism 
most definitely is. This latter undertaking seems to me oh an 
exact par with the enthusiasm displayed by a certain group 
whenever energy is regarded as an important scientific character } 
especially if, as is sometimes erroneously said, it is believed that 
science has resolved “matter,” in the strictly technical sense it 
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bears in physics, into ener^. I see no inherent di£Ference in 
principle between generalizing what is meant by matter in 
physics into materialism, and generalizing what is designated 
as enefgy in physics into spiritualistic metaphysics. Philosophy 
must, of course, accept what is ascertained in science as the prop- 
er desigmtum of “matter,” as that which it denotatively stands 
for. But this acceptance instead of leading to metaphysical mate- 
rialism will, if accepted at its full value, enable philosophy to 
free itself from associations that grew up about “matter” in the 
pre-scientific days when it acqured its meaning through alleged 
opposition to another and “higher” substance, the soul, mind, 
spirit or whatever. 

If the term “matter” is given a philosophic interpretation, 
over and above its technical sdendiic meaning — e.g., mass until 
recently — y this meaning, I believe, should be to name a fuM- 
tional relation rather than a substance. Thus, in case there is need 
for a name for existential conditions in their function as con- 
ditions of all special forms of sodo-biotic activities and values, 
matter might well be an appropriate word. But recognition that 
all these activities and values are eristentially conditioned — and 
do not arise out of the blue or out of a separate substance called 
spirit — ^is far from constituting materialism in its metaphysical 
sense. For it is only by setting out from the activities and values 
in experience just as they are experienced that inquiry can find 
the clues for discovery of their conditions. Denial that the for- 
mer are just what they are thus destroys the possibility of ascer- 
taining their conditions, so that “materialism” commits suidde. 
It is quite possible to recognize that everything experienced, no 
matter how “ideal” and lofty, has its own determinate condi- 
tions without getting into that generalization beyond limits 
which constitutes metaphysical materialism. 


As I conclude my reply, I am aware how largely controversy 
has bulked in it. But the plan of the volume called, and veiy 
properly, for adverse critidsm as well as for favorable exposi- 
tion, and it is difficult to reply to the former, where they do not 
appear valid, except controversially. A more pertinent critidsm 
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of my reply might be that in claiming to have been misunder- 
stood by my critics on a number of fundamental points, 1 have 
virtually admitted lack of clearness in my previous writings. 
That this is true in some of the cases where misconceptions have 
been the ground of criticisms, I am not concerned to deny. I 
wish, therefore, to express my indebtedness to these critics for 
having made it necessary for me to reconsider not only the lan- 
guage I have used — words, which for the reason stated at the 
outset, are peculiarly treacherous in any attempt at a philosoph- 
ical formulation differing from those which have attained cur- 
rency — ^but also the ideas back of the words. In this specific 
respect my obligation, although naturally not my human and 
personal gratitude, is greater to those who have disagreed than 
to those whose exposition has been favorable. If it be said that 
in selecting the points for reply and in apportioning space I 
have been guided by my own interests rather than by those of 
my critics, I can only say that it seems reasonable to believe 
that one main object of this back and forth discussion is to help 
make clear what points are central to my position and what are 
subsidiary. Under different circumstances I might well have 
given attention to criticisms I have passed over — because they 
have seemed to me to be negotiable differences, matters of de- 
gree rather than of central principles.'* 

In any case, it is congenial to believe that conflict of ideas, as 
distinct from that of force, is a necessary condition of advance in 
understanding, and that agreements which exist only because 
of lack of critical contact and comparison are superficial. It was, 
I believe, Jane Carlyle who said that mixing things which do not 
go together is the Great Bad. Confusion that comes from this 
evil mixture is bound to exist where criticism is not continually 
on the alert. Differences that proceed from clear perception of 
issues are a positive gain. They are conditions of further prog- 
ress in indicating the direction in which thought should move. 
But they are also intrinsic gains since they enlarge the horizon 
of our vision. Although our knowledge is not 0 / perspectives 

"*Thi8 remark applies particularly to the question raised by Dr. Randall at 
the close of his paper. I should not want it thought that I took advantage of what 
is favorable in his paper to my position to ignore what is adverse. 
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as its subject-matter, what is known falls into some perspective, 
and there is something to be learned from the perspectival ar- 
rangement of the ideas of any honest inquirer. 

There is also, according to my own way of thinlring, a close 
connection between the vital problems of philosophy and the 
conditions manifested in my living culture. It is for this reason 
I have held that, in the strictest sense, philosophy cannot solve 
important problems but only those that so arise from diflFerent 
linguistic habits that they can be straightened out by analysis. 
If basic problems can be settled only where they arise, namely, 
in the cultural conditions of our associated lifej if philosophy is 
fundamentally a criticism which brings to light these problems 
and gives them the clarity that springs from definite formula- 
tion j and if after formulation philosophy can do no more than 
point the road intelligent action must take, — ^then the greatest 
service any particular - philosophical theory can render is to 
sharpen and deepen the sense of these problems. Criticism by 
means of give-and-take of discussion is an indispensable agency 
in effecting this clarification. Discussion is communication, and 
it is by communication that ideas are shared and become a com- 
mon possession. 

Finally, in connection with the relation of philosophy and 
culture, we may felicitate ourselves that we live where free dis- 
cussion and free criticism are still values which are not denied 
us by some power reaching out for a monopoly of cultural and 
spiritual life. The inability of human beings in so many parts 
of the world to engage in free exchange of ideas should make 
us aware, by force of contrast, of the privilege we still enjoy 
and of our duty of defending and extending it. It should make 
us aware that free thought itself, free inquiry, is crippled and 
finally paralyzed by suppression of free communication. Such 
communication includes the right and responsibility of submit- 
ting every idea and every belief to severest criticism. It is less 
important that we all believe alike than that we all alike inquire 
freely and put at the disposal of one another such glimpses as 
we may obtain of the truth for which we are in search. If there 
is one thing more than another which my participation in the 
discussions composing this volume has impressed upon me, it is 
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the extent and depth of my indebtedness to ideas which others 
have expressed} — not only my teachers} students, colleagues 
and present fellow workers but the long succession of thinkers 
whose names are enrolled as the bearers of the ceaseless enter- 
prise which is philosophy. 
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45} of the environment, 272} social, 
349f 

Convention, 260 

Conventionalism, cf 53 x, 5 3 5-40 } geo- 
metric, 167} and physical terms, 167 
Coordination, 24X, 281, 284, 289 
Copula, function of the, 130 
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Criticism, 86f, loz, 260; based on ad- 
miration, x6o} of criticisms, philosophy 
as, 67, yzf; empirical, 2581 historical, 
83} of immediate experience, Santayana’s 
256-8} of meanings, 217} of traditions, 
94; philosophical, 2x8, 225; philosophy 
as, 84, 98} process of, 97} reconstruc- 
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Democritus, 489f, 511 
De Morgan, A., 477 
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Dewey, George, Admiral, 4 
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Dewey, Martin, 5 
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Marx’s and instrumentalism, 143, 592, 
5?3“4 

Dictatorship, 43 
Diderot, Denis, 511 

Discipline, formal, 448^) moral, 30 ; per- 
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Dogmatic social theory, 43 
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Duncan, Isadora, 486 
Durkheim, £., 283 
Duty, 3030 

Dynamic p^cholo^y, 276 

Eastman, Max, 37 
Eclecticism, Dewey’s, criticized, 388 
'‘Eclipse of the Public,” 286 
Ecological factors, 2840 
Economic conditions, 280 
Economic democracy, 38 
Economic interpretation of history, Dewey’s 
approval of, 358$ cf Dialectical MaUrial- 
ism 

Economic reactionaries, 44 
Eddington, A. E., 483 
Edinburgh, 36 
Edman, Irwin, 37 

Education, 9, 26ff, 286, 289 j Art — , 37? 
as controlling situations, 45 iff j as its 
own end, 434!} Chinese — , 41 } defini- 
tion of, 281, 42of} for democracy, 39; 
Dewey’s interest in, 27, 2670 j Dewey’s 
social interpretation of, 43$ff} and ex- 
amination of group culture, 439, as a 
living process, 462} general theory of, 
33 j National — ^Association, 29 j and the 
need for a planned society, 443 i and 
organic evolution, 422ff} philosophy and 
— , 4i9ff; political, 90, 91 { practical, 
43; public, and religion, 396!; rural, 
3$; in Russia, 42f} social, 42; and 
social change, 468; and the society, 
437ff} and transmission of culture, 43of; 
ultimate aims of, 432; Dewey’s educa- 
tional aim, 453 
Educational Creed^ My^ 468 
Educational Experiments, Bureau of, 35 
Educational Frontier, 426, 443, 468 
Educational, ideals, 282; methods, 27; 
progress, 280; psychology, 280-2; reme- 
dies, 286; situation, 449; task, 90; 
theories, 26ff, 29; influence of boyhood 
surroundings on Dewey’s educational 
views, 9; thought, 28 
Edwards, A. C., 28 
Edwards, Jonathan, 481 f 
Effort, and learning, 455ff; Baldwin’s 
theory of, 268f} the sense of, 269 
"Ego as Cause, The,” 268 
Ego, pure, 268; transcendental, 3080 
Egoism, 27 3 f 

Egotism of the pragmatist, the speculative, 
260 

Einstein, Albert, 575 


Elections, popular, 286 
Elective will, 3080 

Elementary education and Dewey’s influ- 
ence, 465f 

"Elements of Social Reorganization,” 357 
Emergence, cf 512, 598f, 600 
Emergent naturalism, 498 
Emerson, Ralph Waldo, 12, 247, 253, 255 
£motion(s), 32, 161, 268, 2680, 277, 284fi 
theory of, 268 

Emotional, basis, required for fundamental 
political and social change, 365!; emo- 
tional content of liberalism inadequate, 
365; disturbance, 277; feeling, 99; hab- 
its, 286 

Empedocles, 51 1 

Empirical, criticism, 258; evidence for the 
good will, 303 f; generation of logical 
forms, 111; knowledge, relation of per- 
ception to, 1 40; metaphysics, 197, 20i, 
221; method, 108; method, in meta- 
physics, 217; method, in philosophy, 
529-56; method, violation of Dewey’s 
principle of, 222; naturalism, 217, 223, 
5 20; psychologists, 266; psychology, 
3190; status of the past, 258; subject- 
matter, 111; theories, 32; cf Positivism 
Empiricism, 107, 159, 172, 239, 252, 546; 
Anglo-Saxon, 230; British, 17; classical, 
234; and ethics, 182; as epistemological 
principle, i6off; 1 8th century, 97; Eng- 
lish, dissolving effect of, 12; immediate, 
II iff; logical and social, 101; method of 
naturalistic — , 3190; nominalistic re- 

duction marks modern turn of — , 161 ; 
particularistic, 135; probabilistic, 177; 
psychological, 535; "radical,” of Wil- 
liam James, 36; specific version of, 160; 
and technical investigation, 192; tradi- 
tional, 535, 544, 5480 
£mpiricist(s), 93, 333; Immediate, no; 

philosophies, 160 ; sensationalism of 
British — , 160; theory of inquiry, 190 

£nd(8), 32, 233, 236, 241, 272f; and 

means, 299, 3060; ethical, 316; ideal, 
and conduct, 414; -in-themselves, 594; 
-in-view, 275, 329; intrinsic and instru- 
mental, 35of 
Energy, 604 

Engels, Friedrich, 143, 512 
England, Dewey’s influence in, 420! 
English thought, 21 

£njoyment(s), 559; not values, 5831 ob- 
jects of immediate — , 222 
Enlightened judgment, 260 
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Enterprise, Dewey the spokesman of, 247) 
the philosophy of, 248 
Entity, 161 ) supernatural entities, 159 
Enumeration, logical, 484} simple, 574f 
Environment, 26, 236, 268, 270, 275, 281, 
288} and experience, 374 j experience or 
interaction with, 433) and organism, in- 
teraction of, 116, 455f} control of, 272* 
influence of, i7fi Influence on “truth** 
of hypotheses, 151 j social, i8o{ environ- 
ing experienced world (a “situation**), 
279 

Environmental, conditions, 271 1 situation, 
284 

Eqicurean doctrine, 489 
Epicurus, 490, 511 
Epiphenomenaltsm, 242 
Epistemological, account of knowledge, 
197 i controversy, 2l2fi criticism of 
transcendentalism, 163} import of Dew- 
ey’s theory, iiiffj preconceptions, 199} 
the claims of non-cognitive experience to 
epistemological primacy, 210 j empiricism 
as epistemological principle, i6o{ subjec- 
tivism, 113 

Epistemology, 180, 239, 501 f, 556-781 
Dewey’s, 177^ gratuitous dualisms of, 
SH 

Equilibration, organic, 5810 
Error, the problem of, ii4f) as belief lead- 
ing to failure, 152; interpretation of, 
172} of philosophy, 23of 
Encyclopedia of the Social ScienceSf 85, 
86n, 87 

Essays in Critical Realism^ various authors, 
502 

Essays in Experimental Logic, 23, 50, 58- 
9, 80, 107, 123, 206, 230, 231, 232, 
234. 235, 236, 529 

Essays in Radical Empiricism, James, 487 
£s8cnce(s), 340, 483} in transcendental 
philosophies, 1634 Platonic World of — , 
242) and ancient science, 182 
Esthetic, contemplation, 250 } experience, 
524, 526} mode of experience, the logic 
of the — , 71 } work of art, 37 sS 
Esthetics, 163, 178, 180} organistic, 372ffi 
pragmatic, 37 iff) cf esp. 549-54 
Eternal, truth, 78) visions, 89 
Ethical, aims and science, i8ij attitude, 
31 1) basis for success, 153^1 choice, 
316) conceptions as functions of human 
beings, 181 ) concern, the sole, 304 j de- 
cisions, 173) deliberation, 316, 324, 3261 
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ends, 287, 316} goodness, 307) incom- 
mensurability, 311 ) interest, 3181 meth- 
od, 333) method autonomous, 329) nerve 
of Dewey’s philosophy, 254) point of 
view, 297) program behind pragmatist 
conception of reality, 173) problem, in- 
commensurability is the form of the — , 
303) procedure, 318) situation, 297) 
statements, regulative function of, 181 ) 
Dewey’s — studies, 22, 23; supremacy of 
method, 304) theory, aim of, 351 ) think- 
ing, the psychology of — , 316 
Ethics, Dewey and Tufts, 24, 272, 297, 
29*1 300, 305, 310, 3x1-2, 3i2n, 313, 
314, 32in, 322n, 323*1, 589ff 
Ethics, 178, 180, 271, 499, esp. 578-91 ) 
development of, 32) as a reflective inter- 
est, emergence of, 3130) as a science, 
543i S^7fi instrumentalist, based on so- 
cial phenomena, 35of) normative, and 
science, x8i) objective, 163) of Instru- 
mentalism, 281 ) psychological, 32) scien- 
tific, 583) social and political philosophy 
an adjunct of, 337$ systematic study of, 
22) theory of, 180) see also under 
Moral, Political, Social, etc» 

“Ethics of Democracy, The,” a Lecture, 38 
European philosophers, influence of the past 
upon, 482 

Evaluation, 235) Value, V alue^judgment 
Events, 254) Dewey’s metaphysical ele- 
ments, 250 ) natural, 1x3, 117) percep- 
tual, 233 

Evidence, 132) experimental, 133) empiri- 
cal, for the good will, 303-4) of truth, 
209 

Evidential, signs, 558) value, 541 
Environment, of organism, 23 x 
Evolution, and emergence of existence, 424; 
organic, and education, theory of, 

I of) universal, 230 
Evolutionary naturalism, 491 
Evolutionists, 231 

Evolving, circuits, 288) goals, 276) mecha- 
nisms, 276) motives, 275, 276 
Existence, 112, 231, 239) inquiry into the 
meaning of, Ii7) objective, 166) ob- 
jectivity of immediate, 115) the prob- 
lems of natural — , XX9) the riddle of, 
234) subjective, 166) subjectivity of im- 
mediate — , II 5) substantial, 259 
Existential, 239) basis of inquiry, 113, ii7i 
fact, 124) matrix of inquiry, iii-iSj 
meanings and ideational meanings, dif- 
ference between, 121 ) propositions, 559, 



INDEX 


694 

577) reconstruction, 202} situation, 279) 
pre-reflective situation, 118 
Experience, 19, 67, 71, 107, 196, 230, 232, 
*39i *4*. *5®. *69. *74, *76, **i, **9» 
actual, 163, 279) collective, 85) com- 
mon, 981 common, and education, 438) 
the concept of, 265f{ continuous with 
nature, 219, 222) Dewey’s philosophy of, 
a transcendental moralism, 255) direct 
(immediate), 332; direct educational, 27) 
discrepancy between two Deweyan con- 
cepts of, 221) essence of, 113) and es- 
thetics, 373ff) functioning in knowing, 
misinterpretation of, 222} as historical 
duration in pragmatic esthetics, 374) im- 
mediate, 113, 209) interaction with 
environment, 438) as itself a form of 
existence, 113) and knowledge, 459^ t 
the locus of public facts, 254) the logic 
of common experience, 72; as major 
factor of education, 421 ) as means, 223) 
as method, 218) method of, in educa- 
tion, 42off) as a natural event, 222) 
and nature, relation between, 220) gen- 
eral logic of, yoff) not inherently cog- 
nitional, 526) philosophy of, 164) pre- 
reflectivc, 114} present, 99) qualitative, 
and immediacy of perceptions, 37$) quali- 
tative phase of, 375) race, 460) San- 
tayana’s critique of immediate, 256-8) 
experience, supernaturalism and religion, 
422) total course of, 2690) unreflective, 
332) and values, 373ff) vehicular sig- 
nificance of, 224) prior experiences and 
mediated conclusions, 141 
Experience and Education ^ 434, 440 
Experience and Nature^ 36, 55, 66, 67, 68, 
70, 71, 72, 78, 80, 97, lOl, 108, 109, 
162, 163, 183, 184, 196, 217, 218, 219, 
222, 346, 407, 410, 428, 429, 430, 431, 
432, 436, 496, 500, 509, 51 in, 528. 
SSnn, 557, 580 ) review of, by George 
Santayana, 22 in 

Experience and Predic/ionf by Hans Reichen- 
bach, 542n 

Experiential, continuum, 545) environment, 
374) whole, 266 
Experiment, 22 

Experimental, action, 307) character of 
knowing, 64) evidence, 133) inquiry, 
109, 295) logic, naturalistic, 107) logic, 
108, 207) method, 81, 233, 527) method, 
and modern science, 182-3) natural- 
ism, Dewey’s, 422jff) nature of scien- 
tific concepts, 206) philosophy, 80 ) proc- 


ess, 108) psychology, 22) reconstruction, 
loO) school, 27 ) science, Dewey’s draft 
upon the procedures of, 213) theory of 
knowing, 493 

Experimentalism, 28, 79, 81, 82, 84, 93f, 
362-3) basis of Dewey’s social emphasis, 
339) and the present threat of world 
war, 362) as revolutionary stimulant in 
social thought, 342fif) social, 36off) so- 
cial, possible only in democratic states, 
354-5) the spirit of Dewey’s, 94 
Explanation, 540 
Explication, 239 
Expression, emotion as, 268 
External world, 118, 542, 586, 599 
Extrinsic or instrumental meaning, 123 

Fact, statements of, 178 
Facts, 232) physical, 178 
Factuality, 126 
Faculty of thought, 2770 
Faculty psychology, 448ff 
Faith, 321, 512) animal, 220, 526, 53if) 
the animal — of the pragmatist, 260 
Fallacy, The genetic, xoo) the philosophic, 
108-9 

Fallibilism, 5730 
Family, 34 

Fanaticism, moralistic, 303 
Fantasy and correct observation, 165 
Fear, 273 

Feeling, 99, 159, x6x, 249f) importance 
as an epistemological criterion, 216) cf 
Immediacy 

Feelings, organisation of, and art, 373f 
Feminist Movement, in China, 41 } in 
Japan, 40 

Fichte, J. G., 39S, 483* 486, 498) on 
need for religion, 395 
Fiction, 260 

“Field” in Gestalt theory, 279 
Finality, 242 

Findlay, J. J., Educational Essays ^ 470 ) 
School and Childs 470 
Fine arts in the curriculum, 432 
Fite, W., 38 

Five-fold steps of reflective thinking, 278 
Fixed absolutes, 100 
Fixed categories, 288 
Fixed reality, 98 
Fixity, Complete, 98 
Folk-Psychology, 283 
Forces, Motivational, 275f 
Foreground: Experience, the name of Dew- 
oy’s, 253) filled and bounded by con- 
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▼entioni 254} dominance of the, 25 iff} 
philoiophy of the, 221 j pragmatiim at 
the synthetis of all systems ruled by the 
dominance of the, 252 
Form and matter, 101 
Form, expressed by Dewey, 383* geometric, 
167 

Formal character of Dewey’s logical theory, 
107 

Formal logic, 122 

Formal, Metaphysical deduction of the, 331 
Formalism, Kant’s caricatured ethical, 3270 
Formative types of operation, 330 
Forms, Intermediate independence of logi* 
cal, 330 

Forms of thought, a priori^ 110 
Foundations of Dewey’s naturalism, 220f 
France, 229 

Free speech as possible danger to present 
democracy, 364 

Freedom, 237, 3190, 5830 1 of communica- 
tion, z86, 607 

French philosophers, materialism of, 160 
Freud, Sigmund, 275 
Freudianism, 288 
Friendship, Ideal, xoi 
Friendships, Dewey’s, 7, 8, 9, 14, 1 8, 23, 
25, 29, 30, 31, 37, 38, 40 
Froebel’s doctrine of developm mt of lat- 
ency, 453 

“From Absolutism to Expcrimentalism,” 17 
Fullerton, G. S., 38 

Function of philosophy, historic, 84!!) so- 
cial, 89 

Functional conception of historical under- 
standing, 92 

Functional psychology, 32, 267, 269 
Functional test, 100 

Functionalism, loi, 267, 2690, zyyf, 288* 
Schaub on — in religion, 400 
Functionalist, Aristotle as, 102 
Functions, Psychical, 281 
Fundamentalists, 248 

Funding, cf 504, 520, 564} of relational 
phases and perceptions, 375ff 
Fusion, of relational phases and perceptions, 
375ffi of subject and object, 266 
Future, Means to forscc, 277 
Futurity, cf 496, 503, 577!; of yesterday, 
258 

Gardiner, 31 

Geiger, G. R., 518} Dewey’s major reply 
to, 591 -4 

General concepts, 65, 70 j laws, 571 


logic of activity, 701 logic 

of experience, yoffj methods, 6$, 

70 1 notions, logic of, 63 j 

problems, 53ff, 674 theory, denial 

of need for, 63, 66) — — theory of 
reality, 67 

Generalizations, philosophic, 57ff) 

Genetic analysis, loo) development 

of perception, 115J fallacy, 100 

Geometric conventionalism, 167 

German historians, 96) idealism, 12, 

94) objective idealism, 2X) • — - 

philosophy, 482^) spiritualistic 

idealism, izj thought, 40 

German Philosophy and Politics, 36 

Germany, Dewey’s influence in, 471 

Gestalt psychology, 279 

Gifford Foundation Lectures, 36 

Gildersleeve, 542 

Gilman, i$f 

Gilson, Etienne, 77 

Given, ambiguity of the, I26f} innocence 
of the, 126} unquestionable as such, 125) 
objectivity and independence of the, 127, 

234 

Goals, evolving, 276) in the life process, 
272 

God, 247, 258, 261* 489, 512) concept of, 
King on, 403ff) modern ideas of, 399ff 
Goethe, 498 

Good action always unique action, 317 

Good citizen, 300 

Good, experience of a, 23$ 

Good life, 98 
Good man, 305 
Good will, 303f, 3i9f, 59on 
Goodness, ethical, 307 
Goodscll, 37 
Greece, 94 
Greek life, 85 
Greek philosophy, 137 
Greek thinkers, 81, 85, 97, loi 
Green, Thomas Hill, 22 
Group culture appraised in educational proc- 
ess, 439 

Group, the, 285 

Group Mind, 285 

Groups, multiple, 287 

Grundlegung, Kant’s, 306 

Guidance, adult, necessary in education, 434 

Guizot, Franco!^, xi 

Habit, 5, 231, 233, 235, 236, 240, 241, 
266, 2670, 268n, 269, 274, 275, 276, 
280, 283, 284, 285, 3i7n, 52* i bodily, 
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precedent to belief in a propoiition, 151 } 
fenerated by operation of leparable causal 
chains, 141 1 means Will, 271 1 mecha- 
nism, 272} nature of, 2711 the will to 
freedom from the binding power of, 324$ 
traditional view concerning, 271 
Habits, 32, 270-2, 274, 53Sf 
Hall, G. Stanley, 16, 22 
Hall, Thomas, 38 
Hallucination, 570 
Handbook of Social Psychology, 27211 
Hangchow, China, 40 
Happiness, 3210 

Harris, W. T., 13, 28, 31 ; and the Hegelian 
attitude, 454 
Harrison, Frederick, 12 
Harvard University, 32 
Hebrew-Oriental religious tradition, 86 
Hedonism, 274 
Hedonistic element, 3210 
Hegel, G. W. F., 13, lyf, 22, 28, 89, 
107, i8i, 231, 266, 2670, 483, 485, 
486, 498, 544 
Hegelian absolutism, 544 
Hegelian idealism, 17, 238, 51 1, 521s 
Dewey*s break with, 33 
Hegelian of the Left, 233 
Hegelian vision of history, 88 
Hegelianism, Dewey’s 454 
Hegelians, 89; Left-wing, 88 
Hegel’s influence on instrumentalism, 138 
Heisenberg principle, 547 
Hellas, 85 

Helmholtz, H. L. F. von, 266 
Heraclitus, 242, 51 1 
Herbart, Johann Friedrich, 28, 267n 
Herbartian doctrine of interest, 454ff 
Herbartian methods, 28 
Hering, £., 266 
Hindu, 94 
Hinsdale, 26 
Historians, German, 96 
Historian’s method, 92 
Historic function of philosophy, 84^, 89 
Historical analysis, 91 
Historical criticism, 83 
Historical criticisms, too 
Historical fact and frequency interpretation, 
191 

Historical knowledge, the function of, 92 
Historical relativism, 95} objective, 97 
Historical understanding. The functional 
conception of, 92 
Historicism, 79, 254, 498 
History of Philosophy, Windelband, 481 


Histoiy of philosophy, 72, i59f| Dewey’s 
attitude toward, 79 
History of Psychology, Brett, 2670 
History of science as the reconstruction of 
ideas, 84 

History, Economic interpretation of, 358 1 
cf Dialectical materialism 
History, significant, yyf } the process of, 92} 
the psychological interpretation of, 91 
Hitler, 150, 362 

Hobbes, Thomas, 38, 96, 285, 296, 311 
Hobhouse, L. T., 486 
Hodgson, S. H., 266 

Holism, 138, i4off, 544fi cf 529, 348, 
370 

Holt, £. B., 487 

Homogeneous faculty of thought, 2770 
Hook, Sidney, 37, 358, 3390 
Hormic psychology, 288 
Horton, Walter, 397f 
Hough, 24 

Houghton Mifflin Company, 28 

Hote We Think, 2770, 278, 426, 432, 469 

Hoffding, H., 482 

Hull House, 29f, 33 

Human action, problem of, 176 

Human behavior, 270 

Human being, the biological-cultural, 279 

Human conduct, 289 

Human events, 107 

Human Machine, La Mettric, 31 1 

Human nature, 102, 283, 314; the science 

of, 275 * 

Human Nature and Conduct, 32, 36, 71, 
230, 236, 237, 238, 27on, 271, 272, 
273, 274, 276, 27711, 283, 288, 313, 314, 
3x5, 316, 317, 318, 3190, 32in, 323n, 
3230, 398, 408, 439 

Human situation, the center of Dewey’s 
theory, 219} wholly within nature, 219 
Humanism and religious philosophers, 409} 
cf 397 

Humanism, Dewey’s, and the use of logic, 
340f 

Hume, David, 22, 186, 187, 4820, 483, 

487, 489 

Hunger, 273 
Hu Shih, 41 
Husserl, E., 483 

Hutchins, Robert M., The Higher Learning 
in America, 423 
Huxley, Thomas Henry, 10 
Hylozoism, 37, 311 
Hypocrisy, 303 

Hypostatic spiritual existence, 230 
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Hypothesis, 124, 281, 491 { and modern 
Kience, 183) probability of, 1841 scien- 
tific, 1841 the truth of a, 2x5) the use 
of, in deduction, 129^ verification of, 
575J working, 233, 236, 494, jyzn 
Hypothetical conclusions from reasoning, 
124 

Hyslop, 31 

Iconoclasm, 261 
Iconoclast, 93 

Idea, 233, 242, 279} meaning of, 491 
Ideal, 258) ascetic, 99; ends and conduct, 
414} friendship, loi^ Puritan, 99 
Idealism, 2X, 22, 28, 107, 230, 231, 232, 
331, 486, 491, 498, cf 522, 5671 absolute, 
266, 482, 497 j German, 94; Hegel, 17, 
33) Hegelian, 33, 238} instrumentalism 
a modification of, 2xz; pragmatic, 108) 
psychological, 25$) rationalistic, 22) the 
enduring truth of, 126) salutary char- 
acter of pragmatic revolt against, 211 ) 
thought in objective, 211 
Idealist, 108) Dewey still too much, 2X2} 
*36, 248, 253 

Idealistic, Dewey’s theory of cognition re- 
sult of rejection of idealistic antecedents, 
2X1) Dew'ey’s position mistakenly taken 
foTf 579) import of Dewey’s logical 
theory, 106) logical theory, 32) theories 
of thought, 199) philosophies, 204) 
spiritualism, 580 ) prestige of theories, 32 
Ideals, for education, 282) furnished by 
experience, 163 

Ideas, 32, 124, $00, 558f, 5670) and ex- 
perience, the strife of, 86) gaining con- 
crete significance through personal ex- 
perience, 44) instrumental for informa- 
tion, 210) nature of, 44) Platonic doc- 
trine of, 181, 247) relative to context, 
lOO) texture of, 278 

Ideational, difference between — meanings 
and existential meanings, izi 
Identity, of facts in inquiry for both realist 
and pragmatist, xi8) of object and ob- 
ject of knowledge, 130 
Ideological, aflSliations of certain social psy- 
chologies, 283) factor, 283 
Ideologies, national socialist and communist, 
183 

Idolatry, 261 

Illata, or inferred things, 166) relation to 
concreta, 176 
Illinois, 28 

Illusion, interpretation of, 171 ) of senses 
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and realism, 168) of sense, interpretation 
of, 172) problem of, 167) status of ob- 
ject of, X65 

Illusions, iX5ff) of sense, gauging of, X70) 
reality of, xyx 
Images, 277 

Imagination, 27, 271 ) in art, Dewey on, 
382 

Imaginative, sympathy, the methods of, 319 
Imitation, the French school of, 283) the 
psychological theory of, 280 
Imitativeness, 280 

Immanence, 159; philosophy of, 163 
Immediacy, 178, 253, cf 534, cf 547, 555; 
connections in, 532) of had experience, 
114) the luminous fog of, 261 
Immediate, apprehension, 569) character of 
situations, 546) enjoyment, objects of, 
222} environment, abstract concepts 
formulated in terms of, 161 ; existence, 
l66ff) objectivity of, 115) subjectivity of, 
1X5) experience, 113, 209, 533) expe- 
rience of signs and things, 121 ) San- 
tayana’s critique of, 256-8) things not 
qualities given, 162) experiences, 318) 
empiricism, 11 iff; is real, only the, 255} 
knowing, theory of, 527) knowledge, in- 
dispensabillty denied by Dewey, 140) ob- 
jects, only real objects, 177; things, di- 
vision into subjective and objective, 166) 
world, 179) world of experience, sec- 
ondary and tertiary qualities subjective in, 
179) world of positivist is world of sense- 
data, 161, 162 

Immediacy, world reduced to, 60 if 
Immediately, experienced things, 121 
Immediatism, not subjective, 255 
Imperialistic tendencies, 39 
Impersonal, transcendental spectator always 
assumed, 250 

Implication, 123!) defined, 121 
Impressions, 234, 240, 548n) sensational, 
266 

Improvement, capacity of self — , 280 
Impulse, 231, 240, 275, 276, 277, 284) 
— B, 32, 271 ) as constituents of habit, 
274) mediativc nature of, 274; original, 
273) self-regarding, 320 
Incentive, a new, 3 ® 7 » thought, 277 ) 
— 8, as appeals, 32O) as suggestive, 320; 
intrusive, 322) ^trustworthiness of the — 

3 ” 

Inclusion of a personality in 8r'*cialiecd 
publics, 287 

Incommensurability, as distinguishing char- 
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acteristic of ethical eituationa, 313) dit- 
ting^uished from incompatibility of ends, 
303, 304.} ethical, 311; of ends in true 
ethical situation, 299) of ends, 300ff) of 
ends, the basic and inclusive problem of 
ethics, 319 

Incommensurables, reflection upon, 312 
Incompatibility, of ends not identical with 
ethical incommensurability, 303, 304 
Incompleteness, of a situation, 236 
Inconsistencies in Dewey’s theory, 196, 520 
Independence, of logical forms, interme* 
diate, 33O} of the given, 127 
Indeterminate, conditions, 280} situation, 
the objectivity of the — ^ 2191 situation, 
279, 295 

Indeterminism, 268, 497, cf Tychism 
Indian, mystics, 252} thug, 305, 306} tra- 
dition, 254! 

Indication, significant, 124! 

Individual, 29, 42, 282, 287} agent and 
bearer of civilization, 290; and moral 
judgments, 180) and society, 346flP} 
change within, 276 i concept of — must 
be particularized, 349 ^ diflFerences, 277n} 
mind, 269; temperament, 44} thinking, 
284 

Individualism, and democracy, 441 f; Brit- 
ish, 22 

Individualism Old and New^ cited, 7l> 3 SS 
Individualistic, liberalism, Dewey’s opposi- 
tion to, 356!} theory of political democ- 
racy, 38 

Individuality, ioi{ biological factors, 348$ 
of events, 107} significance of, 282 
Induction, i27flF, 129, 484, 574, 575 j and 
deduction as complementary, 128; and 
pragmatism, 149; as continuous proce- 
dure of assumptions and later connections, 
iSyi by enumeration, 187} by reference 
to enumeration, 185} by reference to 
sample case, 185; by simple enumeration, 
184, 189; by simple enumeration, axiom 
of, i86{ confirmation of, 189; justifica- 
tion of, 189} logical structure of, 1851 
methods of, 185-9; Peirce’s contribu- 
tion to problem of, 188; principle of, 
187; problem of, 188, 189 
Inductive, phase of inquiry, 129; principle, 
190 

Industrial, civilization, 94; democracy, 38 
Industry, Dewey the spokesman of modern, 
247 

Infant development, 35 

Inference, 123, 125, 233, 240; analytical, 


174; becoming grounded in science, 122) 
defined, 12Z) inductive — and simple 
enumeration, i86flt) inductive, 189) 
macroscopic, 187} probability, 176) scien- 
tific, 174) synthetical, 174) the nature 
of, 120} the primary relation of, 12I) 
different from induction by simple enum- 
eration, 184) from subjective percep- 
tions, lyoff 

Inferential operations, 179 
Infinite, 252} — series, 489 
Influence ^ The — of Darwin on Philosophy 
and other Essays (1910), 282, 290, 429, 
493n 

Influences, 29, 3of, 36, 44, 45, 266) Dewey 
about — , 45} unconscious upon our con- 
duct, 280 

Information, ideas as instrumental for, 2io 
Ingenuity, of Pragmatism (instrumental- 
ism), 210 
Inhibition, 45 
Initiating social change, 84 
Initiative, Individual, 248 
Inquiry, 109, lio, I2l, 198, 278, 280, 289, 
557> 573 > affairs of, 116} and organic 
behaviour, 330, 332; and reflection, 429!} 
as allaying doubt, 147} as a necessary 
control of perception, 119) as ordinarily 
pursued, what seems presupposed in, 203} 
attitudes towards, 333 } becomes warranted 
assertion, 117} the specific nature of — 
blurred, 214} confusion between practical 
value and cognitive validity of, 215; 
consummated, 132; continuity of, 188} 
continuity of experience, nature, and — 
188} Deductive phase of, 129; existential 
basis of, 113} experimental, 109, 295} 
immediate and personal awareness of, 
332; inductive phase of, 129} knowl- 
edge as the appropriate outcome of, 201 } 
an interlude, 332} practical, intellectual 
2I4J logic of, 63, 79, 80, 106, 128} 
method as the perfecting of, 333} method 
of, 109} nature of, I43flr} passes into 
knowledge, 117} possible only into the 
datum (as taken), not into the given, 
125} practical, 196} presuppositions of, 
113} process of, 139} rational, 110, ill) 
regulative principles of scientific, 88} 
scientific, 87, 196} appropriate outcome 
of, 202} the existential matrix of, 111- 
x8; existential setting of, 121} the na- 
ture of, 201} the problems of, 276) the 
success of, 121} theory of, 196 
Inseparability of theory and, practice, 70 
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Insoluble, problems, inherently — ,55 
Instinct, 235, 268, 268n, 275, 276) doc- 
trine of, 280 ) mythologists, 2741 psy- 
chology, 2721 -s, 270, 273, 2831 

hypothesis of, 284s social, 285 
Institutional BehaviouT^\xy F. H. Allport, 
*933* 2870 

Institutions, 523) versus individuals in a 
democracy, 441 

Instrumental, 232, 233} character of knowl- 
edge, 202; ideas as — instrumental for 
information, 2x0; function of science, 
223; habits, 273; of education, 281; 
logic is naturalistic, 107; — or extrinsic 
meaning, 123 s role of intellect, 277; the 
objects of the physical sciences not, 222, 
223; theory of knowledge, confusions 
surrounding, 2o8f} its most puzzling fea- 
ture, 203; theory of thought, 33 
Instrumentalism, 1 8, 33, 66n, 281, 483, 
49iff, 521, 526, 528, 562, 563, 56s; as 
a modifcation of Idealism, 212; signif- 
icant epistemological questions, 2x2; in- 
adequate interpretation of religion, 404!; 
lack of ultimate values, 367; the primary 
basis of, 2X2; theory of scientific con- 
cepts, x^4i tinged with analytic bias, X38 
Instrumentalist, xioj epistemology not help- 
ful in non-philosophical research, 211 
Integrated experience, 232 
Integration, 282, 549! 

Intellect, 277; pragmatic, 261; pure, 98 
Intellectual, acts, 242; analysis, lOO; in- 
quiry is practical, 214; method, 82; 
method, the history of, 79; method, 83, 
89* 97; phase of mental action, 294*, 
timidity, 88; tolerance, 97; tradition, 97; 
traditions, 82 
Intellectualism, 163 
Intellectus, 539 

intelligence, 22, 72f, 99, 230, $zof, 5380, 
564; complementary to expcrimcntalism, 
362, 363; conservative, 328; cooperative, 
89; creative power of, 109; Dewey’s be- 
lief in, 45 ; respect for, 43 1 ; function of, 
22; liberation of — and education, 433 * 
nature and function of, 277^* political, 
90; r 61 e of, 109; testing, 2770; the 
method of cooperative, 91 
IntelUgence in the Modern World, 37 
Intelligible world, 83 
Intelligibility, 239 
Intention, 323 

Interaction, 330, 332, 336; — of individual 
and society, 346^; of organisms and en- 


vironment within nature, 118; of or- 
ganism and environment, 1x6; of or- 
ganism with (other) natural events, 1x3; 
of self and nature, 333 
Intercommunication, medium of, 68ff 
Interest, 2670; and learning, 434^; com- 
mon, 283; doctrine of, 463fif; Herbartian 
doctrine of, 434ff; the concept of, 268 
Interest and effort, 433 
Interest as related to will, 433 
Interests, 38; common, 287; conflicting, 
286; differential, XX2; Dewey’s intel- 
lectual, 12 

Internal relations, 497, cf 333 
International Encyclopedia of Unified Sci“ 
ence, 213, 2x6, 342n 

Interpenetration, of habit, impulse and 
thought, 288 

Interplay, 32; of data or meanings, x 19-30 
Interpretation, conventionalistic, X67 
“Interpretation of savage mind,” 2730 
Intersubjectivity, x8o 
Intrinsic meanings, 122, 123 
Introspection, 266, 278 
Introspective psychology, 283 
Intuition, 238, 236, 300, 39x0 
Intuitionism, ethical, 324; perceptual, 322n 
Irrelevance, Kant’s insistence upon the ethi- 
cal — of consequences, 326-70; worse 
than untruth, 324 

Isolation, of separate functions, 289; of 
cognitive* experience, 324 
Isolationism, in Dewey’s psychology, 2720; 
of thought, 21 1 

James, William, 23, 26, 27, 3 *» 3 ^* 33 * 
34 , 3 ^, * 73 > ^^ 9 » ^ 33 * 247* 

235, 267, 270, 271, 3 * 9 n, 359 . 4 *^ 2 . 
483, 487, 488, 489* 490, 49 *. 492. 493 f. 
496, 499, 500, 504, 306, 319, 333 * 536, 
534J influence on Dewey, 23; on God, 
35*} quoted on the character of profes- 
sional philosophy, 338 f 
Jamesian functionalism, 288 
James-Lange theory of the emotions, 268 
Japan, 4of 
Japanese thought, 40 
J astro w, Joseph, x6 
Javert, 303 
Jehovah, 499 ** / 

jevons, W. S., 3 ^ 

Jewell, Frederick S-, School Government, 
449 

Jewish mystics, 232 
Jingoism, 44 



INDEX 


700 

Johns Hopkins University, I3ff, 1$ 
Johnson, W. E., 501 
Jones, 31 

Judgment, 176, 234, 259} confusion of 
later — with initial experienced, fact, ixoj 
ultimate ground of every warranted, 202 { 
esthetic, 178, iSoj ethical, iSo} moral, 
33 t 178, 180; and society, i8o{ nature 
and function of, 277; of value, 235, i8oi 
practical, 2351 reflective, 235} synthetic, 
1301 warrantably assertible, 202 
Judicium, 234 

Justice, 312} Dewey concerned with power 
rather than with, 93 

Kant, Immanuel, 22, 3080, 319, 320, 326n, 
327, 483, 485, 486} quoted 296, 303n, 
304, 3o6n, {z6} on the good will, 3030, 
304 s dualism of scientific and moral 
knowledge, 584} good will, sgorii Kan* 
tian movement, 97} pre*crltical ethics, 
296n} Kantian rationalism, iiO} cri- 
tiques, 181; things-in-themselves, 163, 
168 

Kempf, 276 
Kemp-Smith, 38 

Keys to the universe, 72} philosophy as 
holder of, 69 
Kierkegaard, 486 
Kilpatrick, William H., 37, 518 
Kimball, Arthur, 16 

Kindergarten, Dewey’s influence on the, 453 
King, Irving, The Differentiation of the 
Religious Consciousness, cited, 40^ 
Kingsley, Homer, 20 

Knowing, 67, 127, 234} conceptual, 2230} 
defined, 231, contextual analysis of, 224} 
a form of doing, 34iff} nature of, 198} 
ordinary view of, 203-4} problem of, 
239} process, 108} theory of, 36} the 
ultimate objective of, 204} the purpose 
of, 119 

Knowledge, 18, 19, 26, 107, 116, 159, 173, 
230, 231, 234, 238, 240, 266, 500, 52on, 
$64, 569, 603} of acquaintance, 2500} 
relation to action, 44} basis of, — 

claims, 200, 214} Dewey’s theory of, 
4$9ff} as experience, 459ff) general 
theories of, 72n, getting and testing, 
200} immediate, 36} instantaneous and 
complete, 1125 James* theory of, 492} 
and knowing, ^62, ^63, 601 f; nature of, 
232} and mathematical physics, 19Z} as 
means to biological success, 1^2} not con- 
sidered by Dewey an end of life, igSf 


the object of, 130, 131, 132, 133) prac* 
tical, I32f; pragmatic theory of, 23} 
problem of, S 7 ^i purpose of, 108} pur* 
suit of as intellectual joy, 136} scientific, 
314} symbolic character of, 233} theory 
of, 23, 36, 57ff} the true object of, 204, 
207} two philosophical accounts of, 1975 
as warranted assertibility, 183 
Kohler, Wolfgang, 279 
Krutch, J. W., 498 

Laboratory school, 28, 33f} science, 64 
La Follette, Senator, 39; campaign, 39 
Lag, mental and moral, 90 
dc Laguna, Theodore, 38 
La Mettrie, Julicn, 51 1 
Lange, C., 268 

Lange, Oskar, article in On the Economic 
Theory of Socialism, cited, 364 
Language, 162, 260, 278} advantages of, 
122} and problem of reality and ap- 
pearance, 169; — behavior, no thought 
without, 122} mastery of — and thinking, 
426} semantic, 176 

Language, Study on a Young Child’s — ,” 
267 

Latency, Froebel’s doctrine of development, 

454 

Laws, general, 57} physical, 2840 

Leibniz, C. W., 488 

Lcmaitre, Jules, 490 

Lenzen, V., 3090 

Leucippus, 51 1 

Lewis, C. I., 496 

League, The — for Independent Political Ac- 
tion, 39 

Learning, z8i} as acquisition of subject- 
matter, 449} by participation, 425!} gen- 
uine, 9} process, 27} Psychological Prin- 
ciples of, 27 

Lectures, 4of} Carus, 36} Gifford, 36 
Lee, Frederick S., 16 
Legends, Dewey on — and myths, 406 
Left-wing, Hegelians, 88} literary circles, 
44 

Lenin, 43 

Leonardo da Vinci, 183 
Leroux, Emmanuel, 230 

Les Philosophes pluralistes d'Angleterre et 
d*Amerique, J. Wahl, 229 
Leviathan, T. Hobbes, 285 
Liberal, movement in Japan, 40 } tradition, 
97 

Liberalism and Social Action, 36, 90-2, 

3S5 
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Liberalism, democratic, 43, 441 individual- 
istic, Dewey’s opposition to, 356f{ not 
identical with being ethical, 3071 respon- 
sibility of, 90 { functioning during crimes, 
3641 inadequate emotional basis, shjf 
Liberation, for persistent tradition, 80 1 
from the past, 99 

Liberty} as opportunity for individual de- 
velopment, 3$S^i conceptions of human, 
97 

Life, a practical predicament, 254} a process 
ot selective adjustment, 429} as develop- 
ment, 434i ac selective, 113} relation of 
knowledge to biological aspects of, 152} 
reality of, 403^} of, 287 

Literary revolution in China, 41 
Living, 236} used eulogistically by Dewey, 
216 

Living PhilosophUsi Dewey’s article in 
cited, 350, 422 

Locke, John, 22, 38, 56, 96, 162, 199. 477 » 
Lockeian, primary properties, 537} Psy- 
chology, 122, 531 

Logic, 18, 17s, 234 i 260, 289, 500, SOI, 
503. 508. 549 n, 550 , 557. 558 » 559 , 562, 
566, S72n, 575, 581, 582, 602 
Logic i The Theory of Inquiry, 71, 92, 95 , 
121, 139, *40, 141, U 3 , * 44 , *46, H®, 

176, 182, 183, 184, 185, 187, 191, 196, 

197, 199, 201, 202, 213, 214, 276, 278, 

279, 280, 284, 304, 309, 314, 328, 329, 

330, 33 *, 34*1 343 , 424, 43®, 435 , 437 * 

Bertrand Russell’s general appraisal of, 

*37 

Logic, Aristotelian, 95, 100, 111, 137 
Logic and modern axiomatics, 191 } as 
methodology, 11 ij experimental, 108, 
207} for use. III} formal, 122} general, 
59, 70, 175 i inductive, 184} instrumental, 
22, 107, 233} mathematical, 1751 multi- 
valued, 175} of common experience, 72} 
general — of experience, 59, 7oflF} of gen- 
eral notions, 63} Dewey on “Logic of 
general notions,’’ 34*-3* inquiry, 

63, 79, 80, 106, 128} of method, 31 1 } 
of natural events, 107} of relations, 4841 
of scientific enquiry, 33} “The Logic of 
Ethics,” 32} of subsumption, 311 } power 
of — as tool of locia- advance, 34O} 
scholastic, 266} traditionally accepted, 63 
Logicians, 59, 241 

Logical, contradiction between pragmatist’s 
transcendental metaphysics and practical 
naturalism, 259-60 } equivalence, I 74 i 
forms, 330, 33* » empirical 


generation of, ill} — means have ■ 
natural history, iiof} positivism, 483, 
486} artificiality of — positivism, 123} 
positivists, 82, 174, 534} situation and 
test, 184} subject-matter, 109-1 1} 
theories of Dewey, development of, 32f| 
theory, 106} theory concerned with judg- 
ment, 125} Dewey’s interest in, 18} ma- 
terial and formal, 107} verifiability, 505f 
Lloyd, A. H., 25 
Lobby, the People’s, 39 
Lotze, H., 32f, 80 
Lovejoy, A. O., 37, 40, 203, 562 
Lucretius, 511 
Lyman, E. W., 38 

Lynd, R. S., Knowledge for WheUf, 3440 

Mach, Ernst, 161, 173, 482 
MacMurrays, the, 28 
Magic, 256, 314 
Maladjustment, personality, 4C8 
Man, 72} man’s original nature, 280} pri- 
mary task, 276} qualities depending on 
the nature of, 1 80 
Mandeville, B. de, 318 
Manipulation, conceptual, 275 
Mann, Horace, 448 
Mannheim, Karl, 283 
Marhenke, Paul, 488, 5ion 
Marsh, Ben C., 39 
Marsh, James, I2 
Marshall, Henry Rutgers, 38 
Martine^u, Harriet, 12 
Marx, Karl, 88 
Marxians, 89, 96 

Marxian dialectic, Dewey’s disapproval of, 

358f 

Marxism, Dewey’s agreement with, 358 
Marx’s materialism as :'clatcd to instrumen- 
talism, 143 

Mass, a functional relation, 605 
Material activity the proof of naturalism, 
252 

Material character of Dewey’s logical theory, 

107 

Material cosmos, 258 

Materialism, I 59 . 246, 489, 49 *» S*®^ 5 *^» 
604} dialectical, connection of Marx’s— 
with instrumentalism, 143 1 of French and 
German philosophers, 160 
Mathematical, method, 191 } physics, Ce 
importance of, 192 
Mathematics, 17 S» 5 ® 2 » 5®7 

Matrix of inquiry, the existential, in-8 
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M.itter, 261, 6o4f} and form, 101 ) and 
mind, 172 

Matters of fact are Instrumental, 202 
Mayhcw, K. C., 28 

McDougall, William, 268, 272, 274f, 276, 
185 

McGifFert, A. C., 38 
McGilvary, £. B., 488, 5100 
McLellan, J. A., 27, 281 
Mead, George H., 25!, 31, 519 
Meaning, 233f, 500, 5031 ambiguity of, 
I24f and probability logic, 175} and 
response, natural continuum of, 332*3) 
as a functional relationship, I23f{ as a 
substitute, 123} as signification, l25f) 
coherent, 277} defined by Dewey, 43O) 
Dewey’s philosophy has no unequivocal — , 
196$ empiricist theory of, 175) equiva* 
Icnce theory of, 175} extrinsic or instru- 
mental, 123) nominalistic theory of, 173) 
of existence, inquiry into the, 117} of 
hypothesis, 491) of idea, 49lf) of knowl- 
edge, difference between the realist’s and 
the pragmatist’s, 117) of objective es- 
thetics, 178) of objective ethics, 178} of 
philosophical proposition, 492; of present 
experience, 276) of terms, 167) of truth, 
493 i of words, 500 } operational theory 
of, 17?) problem of, 175} testable, 1975 
three dififerent kinds of, I22lf) verifiable 
theory of, 1743 verifiability theory of, 
175 

Meaning of Truths James, 49$, 496n 
Meanings, 68, ySn, 121, 163, 5643 and 
data, 118-30} and data are correlative, 
126} and data (summary), 129-30; and 
data, the reciprocal relationship between, 
I27ff; are unlversals, 130; as functions 
of things in the environment, 121; as 
functions of thought, 121; definition of 
meanings of, 167; derived from social 
communication, 436; intrinsic, 122-3; 
thought, 124; rectification of, 69; shared, 
77!} substantival, 332; the difference be- 
tween existential and ideational, 121; the 
place of — in an empirical metaphysics, 
221 

Means, 232, 236, 241, 272f; and ends, 
299, 3o6n) logical — have a natural his- 
tory, II of; used, 44 
Mechanism, cf 510, 580 
Mediate, 602; character of cognition, 2fi 
Medieval society and culture, 86 
Medium of intercommunication, 68ff 
Meinong, Alexius von, 486 


Memory, 27 

Mental, the, 524, cf 526, cf 530, cf 599, 
600 ; action, intellectual phase of, 294; 
action, unity of, 294; activity, 278; 
adaptation, 290 ; Dewey’s definition of, 
294; existences, 232; lag, 90 ; life, 288) 
life, Dewey’s conception of the, 269; 
life, Its unity, 267; life, nature of the, 
402f; processes, distinctions between, 
278; processes of students, integrity of, 
29; science, 263 

Mental Development in the Child and in 
the Race^ J. M. Baldwin, 3200 
Mentalism, 331 

Mentalistic psychology, cf 334f 
Metaphysical, assumptions of materialism, 
13; basis for value judgments, 217; con- 
ceptions, 172; deduction of the formal, 
331 } dualism, erroneous to assume — in 
realism, 173; elements, events as Dewey’s, 
230; materialism, 603; postulates, 283; 
principle, 239; theory, 36 
Metaphysics, 200, 239, cf 324, 333, cf esp. 
597-60C; a concealed — present in all 
philosophies, I38ff} an adequate, 217; 
and naturalism, the contradictory char- 
acter of, 243; as development of his 
logical theory, 163; as the core of all 
philosophic thinking, 337; Conflict be- 
tween Dewey’s epistemology and his pro- 
posed empirical, 223; differ relative to 
the nature of the foicground chosen, 232; 
empirical, 197, 201, 221; good and bad, 
66f; grounds for the disrepute of, 218} 
naturalistic, 36; naturalistic — as instru- 
mental and experimental, 107; non- 
contextunl, 224; social and political 
philosophy an adjunct of, 337; the ex- 
tent and method of Dewey’s, 217; the 
primary task of, 217; the (transcenden- 
tal) — of pragmatism contradicted by its 
practical naturalism, 239-60 
Metaphysics of Morals^ Kant’s, 303-4n 
Method(8), 59, 72f, 98, 100, 196, 234; and 
application, separation of, 6of; and edu- 
cation, 42iff; as the perfecting of in- 
quiry, 333; constructive, ethical, 329; co- 
operative, 42; critical, 79; cultural, 83; 
development of, 78-9; educational, 27; 
empirical, 33fT, 108; empirical — , two 
fundamental features of, 36; ethical, 333; 
experience as, 218; experimental, 81, 
233; for clarifying Ideas, 224!; for test- 
ing theories, 224f; general, 63, 70 ; 
Herbartian, 28; in education and democ- 
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ncx, 442f) in experience, the statui of, 
3291 in metaphysicf, empirical, 2x7) in 
fcience and philosophy, 192} incitement 
of, 297 i inductive, 183) inferential, i66{ 
instrumental and subordinate, 296) in> 
tellectual, 82f, 89, 97) justification of, 
54 j mathematical, 191} more controlling 
than vision, 93 j nature of, 293 ( non- 
empirical, 2x8$ of art education, 37 ) of 
contextual analysis, 195^; of cooperative 
intelligence, 91 ) of educational testing, 
35} of experience in education, 42ofiF; of 
gauging sense efiFects and causes, 169) 
of inquiry, 109} of nominalistic reduc- 
tion of abstracta to concreta, i6x} of 
philosophy, the critical, 94} of science, 
177-8) of the laboratory, 82) philosophy 
as, 59-60, 69) psychological, 266} rather 
than vision, 78-9) reflective, 79, 84} 
development of Khool, 29 ; scientific, 
79f, 83f, 86, 88, 93, 96, 2o6f, 2x5* 
analysis of scientific, 191 ; Dewey’s anal- 
ysis of scientific, 182} logical structure 
of scientific, 183} significance of, 65} 
social, 82} supreme in ethics, 304} *^The 
Supremacy of — 293} the historian’s, 
92) the history of intellectual, 79} two 
quite different ways of using the critical, 
93f} the value of — as ultimate, 366f} 
violation of Dewey’s principle of em- 
pirical, 222 

Methodological, distrust of current moral 
standards, 3x1} emphasis of J. H. Tufts’ 
account, 3x30 

Methodology, 66; logic as, xii 

Mexico, 42, 137 

Michigan, University of, 19, 23 f, 31 

Microscopic inference, x86 

Middle ages, 94 

Militaristic tendencies of Pres. Theodore 
Roosevelt, 39 

Mill, John Stuart, 17-8, 32, 484; Mill’s 
logic, 18 

Miller, D., 492 
Mind, 22 

Mind and the World Order, Lewis, C. I., 

496 

Mind, 21, 241, 496, SOI, izo, 5390, 564, 
gfiyn, 586, cf 598; and matter, 172; as 
incorporated in physical world, x6o} as 
intellect in act, 250; as mere habit in 
matter, 249} collective, 283; critical, 
260) Dewey’s view of, 424f} in use, 277} 
its physical basis, 25f) nature of, 409f) 
savage, 273; the alleged fixed structure 
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of, 2830} the group — , 285; of an indi- 
vidual, the, 44 

Mind-body, 5x0; nature of, 402; problem 
of, cf 524) theory, 44 
Minnesota, University of, 23, 32 
Misconceptions, qqfj of pragmatism, 112 
Misinterpretation of Dewey’s philosophy, 23 
Misrepresentation, pragmatists’ charge of, 
2x0 

Mistake, irreparable, 223 
Misunderstandings of pragmatism, i05f 
Mob mind, conditions of the, 285 
Modern Temper, The, J. W. Krutch, 498 
Modes of experience, typical, 71 
Modus operand!, 233 
Mohammedan Mystics, 252 
Monadism, 545n 
Monads, 488f 

Monism, 488, 548n} absolutistic, 507, cf 
348-9; block, 544; epistemological, 108 1 
neutral, 487 
Monistic realism, 36 
Mont St. Michel et Chartres, 498 
Montague, William P., 36!, 522 
Moore, Addison W., 3 if, 519 
Moore, G. £., 486 

Moral, and ethical used interchangeably, 
297n; aspects of life and religion, Schaub 
393~4n} aspirations not satisfied in 
intellectualistic world, 163; choice, 3060; 
choice, the adaptive case of, 309f; de- 
cisions, biological and social sources of, 
x8z) discipline, 30; diversity, 260; in- 
terest in Dewy’s philosophy, 4i9ff; issue, 
the absence of any indication as to what 
constitutes a, 316; judgment (s), 33, 180; 
knowing, 583 (cf also ethics, scientific 
ethics) \ knowledge and science, 583!; 
lag, 90 ; nature of experience, 233; prob- 
lem, the nature of the, 236} paradoxes, 
323; situation, Dewey’s analysis of the, 
297; situation, nature of a, 298; stand- 
ards, methodological distrust of current, 
31X) theory, 22, 32; theory of Dewey, 
32; topics, discussion of — in the class- 
room, XI) universe, a changing, 259; 
will, X08 

Moralism, 252; Dewey’s philosophy of Ex- 
perience a transcendental, 233 
Moral istically, thinking of the virtues, 3x3 
Morality, 231 ; Dewey’s philosophy of, 271, 
religion, and instrumentalism, 404f; so- 
cial aspect and nature of, 236; the scien- 
tific conditions of a theory of, 33; traits 
essential to, 312 
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Morally engroiiment in, 107) nature and 
£eld of, 289 

Morris, George S., x6f, i8£F, 2X, 24 
Moscow trials, 43 

Motivation, Dcwey*s later doctrine of, 2731 
— of Hobbes’s Political Philosophy,** 
96) psychology of, 272-6} of Dewey’s phi- 
losophy, the primary, X07} progression in 
the types of, 321 } systematic psychology 
of, 275f 

Motivational, forces, 275} habits, 275f 
Motive, 236, 241, 272-6, 3231 as the in- 
trusive incentive, 322} nature of, 276 
Motor responses, adaptive-confused with 
inference, 542 

Movement, new educational — in U.S.A., 28 
Mover, the pure, 268 
Mt. Hurricane, 3of 

Muirhead’s, J. H., Library of ‘Philosophy, 18 
Mukden, 41 

Multiple, attachment hypothesis, jioni in- 
herence theory, 3 ion 

Mumford, Lewis, Men Must Act, 363} on 
lag in philosophic attitudes, 340 
Murphy, Arthur £., 488, 5 ion, 519, 522, 
523} Dewey’s major reply to, 556-68, 
600-4 

Murray, the psychologist, 276 
Mussolini, Benito, 150 
My Educational Creed, 468 
My Pedagogic Creed, 462 
Mystical character of immediate experience, 
256 

Mystically objective nature of immediatism, 

255 

Mysticism, 49of, 513 
Mythology, 260 

Nanking, University of, 41 
National Education Association, 29 
Natural, 2580} continuum of meaning and 
response, 332-3} events, 107, 113, n6, 
253} existence, the problems of, 
li9i rights, the doctrine of, 38} signs 
and symbols as existential events, 121 } 
teleology, loi 

Natural acience(s), 233, 523} influence of 
— upon Western culture, 82} descriptive, 
328} nineteenth century, 97 
Naturalism, 101, 107, 329, 332, 498f, glof, 
531, 54off, 58of} (a complete) beyond the 
possibility of conclusive proof, 221 ) and 
determinism, 489} as distinct from ma- 
terialism, 6o4f} evolutionary, 491 } and 
metaphysics, the contradictory character 


of, 245} and mysticism, 49of| and re- 
ligious philosophers, 409} Dewey’s, 220, 
3051 529f» empirical, 217, 223, 5201 
foundations of Dewey’s, 220-1 ) material 
activity the proof of, 252} not a system, 
245 ) practical, of pragmatism contra- 
dicted by its transcendental metaphysics, 
259-60} Spinoza’s, 96} the dominant 
theme of Dewey’s later major writings, 
295} the world of, 246 
Naturalist, 109} Dewey an inveterate, 2461 
Santayana a dogmatic, 260 
Naturalistic, empiricism, the method of, 
319} experimentalism, 28} import of 
Dewey’s philosophy, 107, xiiflf} incom- 
mensurability, 302} interpretation of per- 
sonality, Dewey’s, 422ff} metaphysics, 36} 
view of the universe, 429 
Nature, 67, 72f, loyflf, 112, 239, 241, 333, 
5*2, 533, 580, 597} and experience, the 
relation between, 220 } as antecedent con- 
ditions, 415} as experience deployed, 253} 
human, 102, 273, 283, 314, 318} hylo- 
zoistic theory of, 37} the continuity of 
experience with, 113} the human situation 
wholly within, 219} traits of human ex- 
perience are traits of, 219} universal, 251 
**The Need for a Social Psychology,” 270, 
*83 

Negative attitude, systems of, 1 59 

Neo-Kantian idealism, 521 

Neo-Platonism, 489n 

Neo-Scholasticism, 486 

Neothomists, xo2 

Nerve currents (centrifugal), 240 

Nervous system, 26 

Neutral monism, 487 

Neutralism, 486, 496 

New psychology, the, 265, 266n 

New realism, the, 491 

Neuf Schools for Old, Evelyn Dewey, 35 

Newton, Sir Isaac, 57, 96 

Newtonian Lockeian primary properties, 537 

Nietzsche, Friedrich, 248, 486 

Nineteenth century, the, 79 

Nisus, 499n 

Nitobe, L, 40 

Nominalism, cf 535} as complement of 
pragmatism and positivism, x6o} its pro- 
gram as stated in Peirce, James, Dewey, 
and Mach, 161 } principle of, 174} prin- 
ciple of, how it works, x6i 
Nominalistic, empiricism, 536} principle of 
equivalence of meaning, 175} reduction, 
176} reduction of abstracta to concreta. 
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161 1 theory of meining, 173 
Nomothetic tctence, 275 
Non-cognitive, accett to reality, 2091 de- 
mandt, dependence of cognition upon, 
21 2 { experience, the claims of — to episte- 
mological primacy, 210 1 situation, 201 
Non-contextual metaphysics, 224 
Non-empirical method, 218 
Non-organic events, 107 
Non-philosuphical research, instrumentalist 
epistemology not helpful in, 211 
Non-rational religions, 96 
Normative ethics and science, 181 
Norms, of experience and conduct, 26$ i 
reflective reconstruction of moral, 325 
Not Guilty, 44 
Noumenal world, 526 
Nous, 539n 

Novelty, implications of, 3270 
Number, the psychology of, 281 

Object, 36, 233, 266, 542s and object vi 
knowledge, identity of, 130^ of knowl- 
edge, 130-3, 207, 566, 56701 illusory, 
1645 inferred, 1651 language, 176) ob- 
server as, 180) presentation of, 171 { 
“qualitative,” 165* real, not abstract, 164 
Objective, the, 239, 242, 294} distinction 
between subjective and, 167, 169, 172) 
cf Appearance 

Objective esthetics, meaning of, 178 
Objective ethics, meaning of, 178) cf 
Scientific ethics 

Objective and subjective things, 1741 cf 
Appearance 

Objective consequences, 3210 
Objective given situation, 128 
Objective historical relativism, 97 
Objective idealism, 2x1, 5531 cf Absolute 
idealism 

Objective of knowing, 201, 204 
Objective problematicality, 2940 
Objective psychology possible, 179 
Objective qualities, 177 
Objective relativism, 95, 219, 488, 600 
Objectivity of immediate existence, 115? cf 
2381 of real things, 25 5 j of the given, 
127} of the indeterminate situation, 219 
Objects, apparent, used as bases of infer- 
ences, i65i of immediate enjoyment, 
222} of knowledge, two ways in which 
things figure as, 132) of science, 161, 
*73» »os, S98f} of the physical sciences, 
not instrumental, 222-3) of thought, 222 
Object-subject division in Dewey, no, 256 


Obligation, 32 
Obscurantism, 324 

Observation, correct, and fantasy, 165) 
specimen in, 185) standpoint of exterior 
observation, 240 ) testing by, 184 
Observer, X79flf) relations as functions of 
the, x8oi the standpoint of the, 331 
Ono, Dr. Yegiro, 40 
Operation, Formative types of, 330 
Operational Behaviorism, 279 
Operationalism, cf 174, 206, 213, 280, 
502, 535, 560 
Operations, Inferential, 179 
Opinion, grounded knowledge distinguished 
from unsubstantiated, 198 
Order, 277 

'Ordinary view* of knowing, 203-4, 5 $7 
Organic, activity, 278) conduct, 289) 
events, 107) evolution and education, 
422ff) habit, 521) philosophy, 22) reac- 
tion, 235) imbalance, 279 
Organicism, 553) cf. 22 
Organism, 26, 240, 279, 284, 288, 402) and 
environment, interaction of, 11 iff, 1x6, 
445 ^ 

Organismic psychology, 289 
Organisms, Needs of intelligent, 88 
Organistic esthetics, 3726^) and pragmatic 
esthetics, incompatibility of, 376ff) evi- 
dences of, in Art as Eseperience, 3796? 
Organisation, 287) of activity, 234) of 
feelings as instrument of esthetic expe- 
rience, 375 
Organising acts, 231 
Orthodoxy, Religious, 17 
Osborn, Harry, 16 
Other-world philosophies, 159 
Outside world. Its influence upon conduct, 
280 

Pacific School of Religion, 14 

Pacifism, 593 

Pain, 274 

Panpsychism, 223 

Paradoxes, Moral, 323 

Parental Habits, 274 

Parents, John Dewey’s, 26 

Parents* and Teachers* Association, 34 

Parker, Francis W., 28, 33. 34. 45^® 

Parodi, D., Dewey’s reply to, 597-600) 519, 

5720 

Participant Public, 286 
Particularism, Atomistic, 544 
Particularistic empiricism, 535 
Passions, lOi 



INDEX 


706 

Paitive iclf, thC) 269 
Past, Empirical status of the, 258) interest 
93> 328) liberation from, 991 
significance of the, 79 
Patterns, Consummatory, 293 
Payne, 26 
Peano, G., 484 
Pedagogy, 27, 280-2 

Peirce, C. S., 161, 173, 177, 187, 188, 189, 
48*. 483 f. 489. 490, 491. 49 *t 497 . S«> 4 . 
5130, 519, 536, 572flFj ColUcted Papers 
of, 187-8, 189} on truth, 144^ 

Peking, University of, 41 
People, the sovereign, 285 
Peoples Lobby, The, 39 
Pepper, Stephen C., 371, 497, 519, 529J 
Dewey’s major reply to, 549-34 
Perception (s), 126, 127, 232, 233, 238, 
240, 497, 598^} as essentially judgment, 
120) as qualitative experience, immediacy 
0^1 375: of art, individual differences in, 
377: of qualities, genetic development of 
the, 115) primary qualitative level of, 
116) psychology, 279) relation of — to 
empirical knowledge, 14O) relativity of, 
488} representative theory of, 487) the 
cognitive nature of, 119) theory of, 36 
‘Perception and Organic Action,” 238 
Percepts, as links in causal chains, i4off) 
opposed to common sense judgments, 141- 
2) the fusion of, 278 
Perceptual situation, 12O) as given, 125} 
reality of the, 117 
Perfection, the measure of, 96 
Perfectionism, 318 
Perilousness, 294 

Periodicals, influence of English, lof 
Perkins, G. H., 10 
Permanence, 241 
Perry, Charner M., 3080 
Person, 236, 501, 542 
Personal, character, 32i-2n) contacts, 29, 
36} nature of religion, 40off 
Personality, 276, 281, 287, SSSi ** 
ethical end, 287$ as moral criterion, 298} 
concept of, 2720; moral and intellectual, 
29) whole, 286 

Personality: A Psychological Interpretation, 
Gordon W. Allport, 2720 
Perspectival aspect, 107 
Perspective realism, 487f, 497, 5o8f 
Perspectives, 518, 6o6f 
Pessimism, heroic, 248 
Pestaloazi, J. H., 451 
Phenomenalism, 578 


Phenomenology, 510) -ical, 239 
Philosopher, as the politician of the mind, 
84} as the statesman of ideas, 84) mathe- 
matical qualifications of the, 191 
Philosophic, beliefs, 106) Club of New 
York, 37f) criticism, 98, 218) enlighten- 
ment, 224) fallacy, 108-9} ideas, re- 
thinking of Dewey’s, 36} reflection, 95) 
systems, motive forces of, 159) systems, 
varieties of, 159) task, 72f, 95} theory, 
testing ground of, 39} thought as cumu- 
lative and additive, 97 
Philosophical Association, Americ.in, 36} 
rationalism discarded, 190 ) reconstruc- 
tion, 63 

Philosophies, other-world, 159) religious 
and rationalistic, 159; transcendent, 168; 
transcendent, criticism of, 163 
“Philosophies of Freedom,” 97 
Philosophy and Civilization, 77-8, 84-5, 88, 
229, 238, 344n, 436 

Philosophy, aim of, 478) and current needs, 
477, and education, 4i9ff) and speciali- 
zation, 192} applied, 6of} as a critical 
organ, 68) as a general logic of ex- 
perience, 68) as art, 89) as critical 
method, 94) as criticism, 70, 84) as criti- 
cism of criticisms, 67, 720*, as imagina- 
tion, 67) as instrument of reconstruction, 
91 ) as method, 59-60, 69) as reflection, 
67, 83) as reflex of cultural conflicts and 
achievements, 522) as social method, 62, 
67} as social phenomenon, 137) as taught 
in American universities, 1 1 ) as value 
theory, 70 ) as vision, 62, 65, 67, 69) 
courses in — at the University of Vermont, 
II) development of Dewey’s, 44) Dew- 
ey’s — dominated by socio-political strain, 
338) Dewey’s political, 38f} educational, 
28) empirical, the task of, 55ff) empiri- 
cist, 189) experimental, 80 ; fashions In, 
360 ) French, German, materialism of, 
160) function of methodological, 533} 
intermediate position of, 69) is action, 
65} is imagination, 65) is reflection, 65; 
misinterpretation of Dewey’s, 23) not a 
form of knowledge, 3i9n) of experience, 
164) of human behavior, 280 ) of im- 
manence, 163) of knowledge, 173) of 
morality, 271 ) of science, German, 189) 
of the foreground, 221 ) practical nature 
of, 64) professional and academic, 337-8) 
reconstruction of, 61, 65) relation to psy- 
chology, 22) scientific, 79) scientific and 
operational, 175) social application of, 
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27, 38} social and political — as an ad- 
junct to ethics and metaphysics, 337) 
technical, its interaction with public ac- 
tivities, 44} the primary subject-matter 
of, so 

Physical, 239, 240} conditions, 2840, 

events, the existence of distant, 118, 
facts, 178} laws, 2840-, objects, calculus 
of probability applied to, 186} objects not 
existential objects, 222} phenomena as 
conditioning subjective wants, skills, 
2840} problems, 190} science, relation of 
things of ordinary experience to, 523} 
scientific object, 538} verifiability, S^Sf} 
work of art, 375, 377} world and sense 
world, the difference between, 222} 
world, incorporation of human mind in, 
160) world, logical analysis of, 160 
Physicist and terminology, 178 
Physics, mathematical, its importance, 192 
Physiology, 269 

Piatt, Donald A., 517, 518, 529, 538ff 
Plan of action, 233 
Planned society, need for a, 443 
Plato, 56, 159, 491, 512} Republic f 11 
Platonic, Ideas, 163, 181, 247, 491 } realism, 
344; realism in Peirce, 485} world of 
essences, 242 
Platonism, 102 
Pleasure, 274, 32 in 

Pluralism, 36, 89, loi, 488!, 519, 5450 
Plurality of events, 107 
Polarity of contextual and perspcctival as- 
pects of Dewey’s philosophy, 107 
Polemic against certainty, 100 
Policy, public, 286 

Political, Action, The League for Inde- 
pendent, 39; conditions, 280 } conse- 
quences of psychological theory, 283; 
democracy, the quantitative individualistic 
theory of, 38; Dewey’s — activity, 38-9, 
43ff ; Dewey’s — convictions and theories, 
30} economy, 38; Dewey’s — influences, 
33} Dewey’s — interests, 38; Dewey’s po- 
litical philosophy, 38!; education, 90, 91 ; 
groupings, 285; intelligence, 90; “The 
Limits of Political Economy,” 12; psy- 
chology, 282-7} Poltical Science Quar- 
terly, 38} skill as a technological prob- 
lem, 91 } party, the, 285; technology, 
392n 

Politician of the mind, the philosopher as 
the, 84 

Politics, 289} engrossment In, 107 
Popular representation, 38 


Populist movement, 39 
Porter, Noah, xi 

Positivism, 230, 239, 266, 486, 491, 498, 
S09, cf 524 f, cf 533, cf 568, 576, 578} 
artificial construction of, 162} basic con- 
ception of scientific statements, 174; dif- 
ference from pragmatism, x6i£} in mod- 
ern empiricism, 161 } logical, 483, 486, 
artificiality of logical, 123 
Positivists, 485 } and nominalistic reduction 
of scientific concepts, 161 ; logical, 82, 
* 74 . 534 

Possession of being, direct, 256 
Post-analytic, experience, I22f} facts of in- 
quiry, data as, 128 
Post-Kantian, loi; movements, 97 
Postulates, 283 
Potentiality, loi 

Power, Dewey concerned with — rather than 
with justice, 93} of intelligence, creative, 
109} the will to, 273 

Powers, cognitive, predominance of, 163} 
emotional, 163; no fixed limits for state’s, 
3 S 3 f 

Practical, and fine arts in the curriculum, 
432} as moral and directed towards ac- 
tion, 163} character of Dewey’s theory of 
knowledge, 213; common sense, 82} 
Dewey’s purposes alleged to be, 528} dif- 
ferent meanings and uses of, 215; edu- 
cation, 43} ends, 233; Dewey’s — experi- 
ence, 27; factor in all thought, 202; 
judgments, 234, 235; naturalism of prag- 
matism contradicted by its transcendental 
metaphysics, 259-60; nature of philoso- 
phy, 64; value and truth-value confused 
in Dewey, 2x6; value of inquiry, con- 
fusion between cognitive validity and, 
2*5 

Practical Reason, Critique of, by Kant, 3080 
Practicality, of intellectual inquiry, 214) of 
knowledge, a moral question, 214 
Practice, 234; precludes the pragmatic re- 
duction, 259; scientific inquiry as a mode 
of, 2x4 

Practitioner, the scientist as, 214 
Pragmatic, and organic esthetics, incom- 
patibility of, 376ff} equivalent for “I 
know,” 203; esthetics, 371 ff; experimen- 
talism, 28} idealism, the realistic and 
naturalistic basis of, 108) Intellect, 26X) 
maxim, Peirce’s, 161 1 metaphysics becom- 
ing theological, 252; notion cf reality, 
66} reduction a needless equivocation, 
259} reduction of truth to the value of 



INDEX 


708 

discovering some specific truth, 2591 re- 
duction precluded by practice, 2j9i revolt 
against idealism, the salutary character of 
the, 211) theory of criticism, Dewey’s 
failure to develop, 385fj Dewey’s — 
theory of knowledge, 23; theory of ugli- 
ness, Dewey’s failure to develop, 387 

Pragmatism^ by James, Wm., 23, 493, 494, 

495 

Pragmatisma Americain et Anglais, La, by 
£. Leroux, 230 

Pragmatism, 22, 33, 66, 105, 110, 229, 
233, 483» 485^1 489. 49 iff, 502, 521. 
536n, 553n, 565, 571, 57201 American, 
189) and conventional interpretations, 
168) and errors of sense, 171 } and illu- 
sion of senses, 168} and induction, 149} 
and realism, rapprochement between, 106} 
and reality of illusions, lyf'} and reality 
of secondary and tertiary qualities, 178) 
as the synthesis of all systems which 
make the foreground dominant, 252} 
basic conception of scientific statements, 
174, conceptions standing back of ter- 
minology of, 173} defined and evaluated 
by Dewey, 148) Dewey’s, 22, 33) dif- 
ferent brands of, 106) dijfierence from 
positivism, 161 { distinguished from posi- 
tivism, 162) elements of scepticism and 
dogmatism in, 154) in modern empiri- 
cism, 161) philosophical expression of 
America’s commercialism, 5271 of San- 
tayana arbitrary, 526) and positivism find 
logical complement in nominalism, i6o{ 
the enduring truth of, 126) the heart of 
Dewey’s, 248 j reasons for the wide- 
spread misunderstanding of, I05fi and 
animal faith, 260} speculative egotism of, 
260 

Pragmati8t(s), 108, 112, 128) a naturalist 
by accident, 252} and nominalistic reduc- 
tion of scientific concepts, 161 ) concep- 
tion of reality, 173, 178} interpretation 
of scientific inference, 174$ least bound 
by prior commitments, 106) meaning of 
knowledge and the realist’s meaning, .the 
difference between the, iiyj tcrminol- 
og7» I72» 180) terminology and second- 
ary and tertiary qualities, 178) the real- 
ism of scientist and of, xi8{ theory of 
meaning, 1751 theory of reality, 181 ) 
theory of reality, danger of the, 180) 
way of looking at the world, 108 

Pratt, James B., TAa Rtligious Conscious- 
nasi, 411 


Pratt library at Johns Hopkins University, 
x6 

Pre-analytic experience, X22f 
Precarious situation, 297 
Precariousness, apprehended as the occasion 
for resort to method, 296$ is the essence 
of a situation, zggfi objective, 2940 
Preconceptions, Dewey’s 2i6{ epistemologi- 
cal, X99 

Predetermined ends, 5820 
Predicament, life a practical, 254 
Prediction (s), 176, 183, 185 
Pre-refiective, existential situation, 118) ex- 
perience, 1x4 

Presentation (s), 332nj of object, 17X 
Presentativeness, 165 

Presumption, 32x1 presumptive reasoning, 

Presuppositions of inquiry, X13 
Primacy, the claims of non-cognitive experi- 
ence to epistemological, 210 
Primary, Dewey’s infiuence upon — educa- 
tion, 465$ instincts, 268) properties, 537, 
cf. 54X; qualities, xi3ff} qualitative level 
of perception, xi6 

Primitive, Community, 287 j society, 272f 
Prineipia Mathematical Whitehead, A. N. 
and Russell, B., 483 

Principle(s), 32, 238$ construction of a 
formal system of, 73 j meta-physicial, 
259 i of scientific inquiry, regulative, 88 
“Principles of Instrumental Logic,” 18 
Principles of Psychology, by William James, 

23 » 267, 3X9n, 489, 492 n 

Private property, x8o 
Probability, X27, 484) calculus of, 187, 
189) concept of, X75, X90i degrees of, 
184) frequency interpretation of, 19O} 
frequency interpretation, application tO' 
single case, xqxj inference, X76) logic 
and meaning, 175) mathematical theory 
of, 187) of ideas, 124} rationalistic in- 
terpretation of, X90) replacing truth, 
X76{ scientific, 239$ scientific method in 
terms of, X90} theory of, 189 
Problematic, character of natural events, 
xx7{ character of the situation, 294) 
delight in the, 296} situation (s), 60, 279, 
307 » 559 

Problematical behavior, 326 
Problematirallty, objective, 294n 
Problem (s), in general, 53ff, gSff, 62 ff, 
67} of getting to the external world, 
1x8) philosophical, of geometry, 1671 
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practicil, 3zi toWinf, 631 the procen 

of defining a, 129 

Proce8ft(es), experimental, 108 1 inferential 
not restricted to science, 164) internal 
and dream, i/oj knowing, 108} of 
criticism, 971 of history, 921 of sense 
organs, i66{ real, 166 
Progress, 239, 305 j danger to the cause 
of, 3271 educational, 280 { human, 289) 
moral, 3270$ social education a means 
to, 42 

Progressive, education, 456 j elements ap- 
preciate Dewey’s outlook, 137 s movement 
in education, 28 

Prolegomena to Ethics ^ by T. H. Green, 22 
Promotion concept, 449 
Proof, 234 

Propaganda, 285$ propagandists, 286 
Proper objects of science, 222 
Properties, as ethical and esthetic valua- 
tions, 163 » cognitive, 163 j esthetical 
demonstrated as properties of things, 
1781 ethical demonstrated as properties 
of things, 178) inter-subjective, 1781 of 
objective world and observer, 177 
Property, private, 180 
Propositions, 122, 234, 5030, $731 equiva- 
lence or non-equivalence of, 174} exis- 
tential, 577 i inductively inferred, 175 j 
language dealing with, 176) meaning of, 
174J objectively true, 1741 observa- 
tional, 176^ scientific, more or less true, 
i75j subjectively true, 174} the ultimate 
ground of every valid, 202 j true, 174} 
true or false, 175} two-valued, 175 
Protestantism, Dewey on, 408 
Protestant tradition, 254f 
Provincialism, 99 

Psychical, the, 26, 239 j psychical functions, 
281 

Psycho-analysis, 273 
Psychology (textbook), 266 
Psychology, 25U 554-65 and logic, 5015 
and religion, 4031^5 applied, 2815 ^ 

definite base line from which to meas- 
ure ethical claims, 2825 “as a philosophic 
method,” 26905 capacity — , 2770, 2831 
critique of Dewey’s motivational — t 
274f5 definition of, 231, 2905 Dewey’s 
interest in, 275 educational 280-25 
empirical, 31905 experimental, 225 folk 
— , 2835 functional, 325 hormic, 2885 
introspective, 2835 Lockeian, 1225 
modern, Dewey’s influence on, 287-905 
nature and task of, 2815 objective, 1795 


of effort, 2695 of motivation, 275fj 
organismic, 2895 perception — ^ 2795 of 
number, 2815 of religion, 4005 of the 
higher mental processes, 2785 rational, 
225 relation to philosophy, 22, 325 
social, 185 social and political, 282-71 
structural, 2785 subjectivistic, 2795 task 
and function of, 2905 combination of 
critical anthropology and social psychol- 
ogy with experimentalism, 83 5 the new — ^ 
225 the problem of, 2695 the scientific 
nature of, 2825 the task of, 2665 
Wundtian— , 283 
Psychology (1887), ** 

“Psychology as Philosophic Method,” es- 
say, 2820 

The Psychology of Number (1895), *81 
Psychology of Religious Experience, by 
£ S. Ames, 402, 403 
“Psychological Ethics,” 32 
Psychological, empiricism, 5355 idealism, 
2555 interpretation of history, 9x1 
laboratories, 2785 principles, 275 proposi- 
tions, indispensable to philosophy, 2895 
studies, 22 

**The Psychological Standpoint,” 2660 
Psychological Principles, by James Ward, 

Psychologism, 282 
Psychologist, standpoint of the, 241 
Pu'.>lic Activities, 445 cf Social, Political, 
Activities 

The Public and Its Problems, 36, 71, 285, 
286, 344", 3461 352» 354, 358, 425, 
437 

Public, nature of the, 352flf, 2855 the 
segmental type, 285, 286, 287 
Public Organization, 287 
Public Schools, 2 8 
Pure intellect, 98 
Pure logical forms, no 
Puritan ideal, 99 

Puritanism in New England, 8, 17 
Purpose, 316, 5835 as a poisonous narcotic, 
3175 of knowing, 119 
Purposes, 285, 5235 as manifold, 1255 
differential, 112 
Pythagoreans, 511 

Quaker, the, 3O' 

Qualitative, Phases of experience, 375 
Qualified, the relation of scientific ob- 
jects to— events, 222 
Qualities, 232, S98ffj emotional, 162, 1775 
genetic development of the perception 
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of} ii^t g-ivcn originally in things, 162 { 
interactional, 179) locus of, 162} ob- 
jective, 177, I79J of things and rela- 
tions between thing and observer, physi- 
cal, i 62{ primary as relational, 5371 
primary, secondary, and tertiary, iijffi 
reality of, 180; secondary 162, 177, 
178-80} subjective, 177, i79i tertiary, 
162, 179, 180, 181; the subjectivity of 
— denied, Ii4fi Dewey’s failure to ex- 
amine nature of, 387f 
Quantum, philosophy of — mechanics, 192 
Quests The — jor Certainty ^ 55, 71, 78, 82, 
96, 97, 161, 164, 165, 176, 182, 204, 
205, 207, 208, 222, 293, 294, 295, 3*4, 
327, 328, 433, 498n, 502, 507, 508, 
52in, 523, S37n, 541, 5450, 551, 5640, 
567. 568, 583**, 5840 

Quest, as motivation of reflection in the 
ethical situation, 304 

Quest for Certainty, the meaning of the, 

324 

Questions addressed to Dewey by J. H. 

Randall, Jr., 99-102 
Quincy, Massachusetts, 28 

Radical, empiricism, 36, 489; naturalism, 
498 

Randall, J. H. Jr, 37} questions addressed 
to Dewey, 99-102, 518, 520, 522, 5920, 
6o6n 

“Rapports de la Connaisance et dc I’action 
d’apres John Dewey” j Duprot, 230 
Rapprochement, between pragmatism and 
realism, 106 
Ratiocination, 124 

Rational, inquiry, 110, ill; psychology, 22 
Rationalism, io6j Dewey and the — in 
education, 430; traditional, 94, 177, 230, 
234, 538, 559 , 563 
Rationalistic, psychology, 266 
Ratner, Joseph, 37, 518, 520, 564 
Raw, material of art, 552n 
Reaction, organic, 235} a circuit, 27O} 
-forms, 2665 psychology, 266 
Reading, his philosophical, 12 
Readjustment, 236 

Real, meaning of, 180) Dewey’s usage of 
the term in connection with illusory 
objects, 165^1 world of human affairs, 
309 

Realism, loi, 106, 231, 238, 242, 521, 
522, 567, 6oifj English, 483} and illu- 
sion of senses, 168} and pragmatism, 
106} direct, 126} erroneous to assume 


metaphysical dualism or transcendental- 
ism in, 173$ in proximity with idealism, 
106} monistic, 36} of Montaigne, $22 i 
naive, i68( of pragmatist and scientist, 
118} enduring truth of, 126) essential 
truth of, X27i natural or naive, 487) 
the new, 206 j perspective, 487fi re- 
vival of, 486 

Realist, 108 ^ difficulties of the dualistic, 
X17, Il8i direct, 131 

Realistic, 294) import of Dewey’s logical 
theory, io6fi incommensurability, 302; 
meaning of knowledge and pragmatic 
meaning, 117} movement in philosophy, 
35 ( philosophies, 204 » terminology, 172 

Realists, 36, 106, 116, 119, 125, I99f, 
212, 

Realities, confronted in action, 261 ) sub- 
stantial, 332 

Reality, 112, 165, 231; and appearance, 
i68ffi; approach to, 173} as immediately 
experienced, 162* beyond experience, 
164$ conception of, 59} criterion of, 
261} description of the scheme of, 333 i 
iSxed, 98^ general theory of, 67 j inac- 
cessibility of antecedent, 214; independ- 
ent of scientific objects, 173) in general, 
67} non-cognitive access to, 209} of life. 
King on, 403^} of scientific objects, 
536f, 540} of the immediate, 255} of 
the perceptual situation, 117} pragmatic 
notion of, 66, 178, 180, 181 } religious 
experience as, 398} the relation of 
thought to, 112} theory of, 66, 164} 
transcendent, 217} ultimate, 96 

Realization, of an end, 24!} of self, 281 

Reason, 260, 277f, 5380} and ancient 

science, 182} operation of, 22 

Reasoning, 23, 122} defined by Dewey, 
4305 powerless apart from inference, 
124} the tautological character of, 124 

Reciprocal, relationship between data and 
meanings, 127S 

Recitation, Dewey’s comments on ordinary 
— ^in school, 9 

Reconstituting existence, thought as agency 
of, 107 

Reconstruction, 87, 94, 109, 129, 133} 
experimental, loo) of habit, 284} of 
ideas, the history of science as the, 84} 
of old habits, 269} of moral norms, 
325) of philosophy, 61, 63} philosophy 
as instrument of, 91 } of self, 590 } uni- 
versal, 230 

Reconstruction in Philosophy^ 36 , 61-4 
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66n, 6911, 78, loi, Z30, 339, 342, 343, 
347 . 34.9. 44 *. 498 
Reduction, the pragmatic, 239 
Reflection, 122, 234, 236, 277fi and be- 
havior, 425fi and inquirf, 429f} ethical, 
329) philosophic, 95 1 proper meaning 
of, 3080} the bottomless pit of, 3080) 
upon incommensurables, ethical, 306 
Reflective, freedom, 3i9n{ interest, 324*, 
interval, 324i judgment, 2355 knowl- 
edge, 333, 5650} method, 79, 84 i situa- 
tion, 212) thinking. 278) the general 
logic of — thought, 59 
Reflex, the — arc, 269, 274 
“Reflex, the — arc concept in psychology,*’ 
269 

Reform, social, 284 

“Refutation of Idealism”: C. £. Moore, 
486 

Refutations, of instrumentalism proceed 
from difl^crent assumptions, 213 
Regularity, 101 

Regulative, function of ethical statements, 
x8n principles of scientific inquiry, 88 
Reichenbach, Hans, ii5f 168, 519, 529, 
579 i Wahrscheinlichkeitslehre^ 187) Ex- 
perience and prediction^ 176, iqij 
Dewey’s replies, 534 * 43 . 574*5 
Rein, Wilhelm, 28 
Reintegration, 230 

Relation, 180, 536, 553* organism and 
environment, niff) of thought to real- 
ity, II 2i the feeling of, 278; as consti- 
tutive of things, 53 5 f} between things 
and observer, 179. immediately known, 
cf 5330} logic of, 484; objective, 180} 
of qualitative objects 
Relationships, objective, 279 
Relative, ideas — to context, 100 
Relativism, 106) historical, 95; objective, 
95) objective historical, 97) of our age, 
lOO) the nature of objective, 219 
Relativity, theory of, 146 
Religion, cf 490, 594*7 > experience, 

422, and psychology, 403!!) as con- 
sciousness of highest social values, 399 i 
as force in social reform, 4*^8) as per- 
spective, 413} attacked by sciences, 395* 
Walter Horton on death of, 397 ^ i 
fined by Starbuck, 412) Dewey’s de- 
scription of, 4ioif) Dewey’s normative 
analysis of 409! } Dewey’s philosophy a 
lay-, 2C4) doctrines of, 173. in public 
education, Dewey’s opposition to, 396f) 
instrumentalism’s inadequate interpreta- 
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tion of, 404!) man’s need for described 
by Fichte, 395) -, morality and instru- 
mentalism, 404!) omnipresence of, 41 xf) 
personal nature of, 400ff} present status 
of, 393ffi Schaub on psychology of, 
400 ) reality of Dewy’s, 398) tradi- 
tional, Dewey’s opposition to, 396flfi 
Whitehead’s observation on, 401 ) non- 
rational, 96 

“Religion in our schools,” 396 
Religious, experience, 17) as reality, 398) 
influences,, 5, 6, 8, 10, X4, 16, 17) mode 
of experience, the logic of the — , yx; 
thought, modern, Dewey’s influence on, 
399) tradition, 96) views, 26 
Religious thought in the last quarter-cen- 
tury: G. B. Smith (ed), 396 
Renunciation, lox 
Renouvier, Charles, 489 
Reorganisation, 236, 274, 

Repetition, of acts, 271, 272, 
Representations, of existential objects, 124 
Representative, theory of perception, 487 
Requiredness, principle of, 279 
Res, 538 

Resistant, trait of things, 113 
Resolution of problematic situation, 582, 
6o2) indeterminate situations, 279 
Response, 233, 270, 271, 274 
Responsibility, of liberalism, 90 
Restructuration of habits, 275 
Retention and habit, organic mechanisms 
of, 14X 

Revolt against Idealism, the salutary char- 
acter of the pragmatic, 21 1 
Revolution, method of, 43 ) in China, 41) 
Russian, 4X 

Revolutionary, changes, 42) philosophy, 81 ) 
nature of, 81 
Ricardo, David, 3x30 
Rich, Davis (mother’s father), 6 
Rich, John Parker (cousin), 7, 14 
Rich, Lucina Artemesia (mother), 4, 6, 7 
Riggs, Frederick and Evalina (Alice Chip- 
man’s maternal grandparents), 20 
Rignano, F., 5810 
Robinson, J. H., 83 

Romantic attitude, 253) ideal, 99) nat- 
uralism, 253 

Rote learning fnd Dewey’s aim, 427 
Rousseau, Jean Jacques, 38, 285 
Routine, 271, 276) drill, 280 
Royce, Josiah, 32, 482, 491 
Rule of obligation, indcmonstrability of an 
immediate supreme, 3060 
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Rulet, 238 s general— auffrettive but not 
imperative, 317 
Rural education, 35 

Ruwell, B., 482.4, 488, 489^ 500, S12, 5*9» 
5*7, 5*9, 534, 544, 549n, 56oj Dewc7*a 
main replf, 544.9 

B. Ruiaell: Freedom versus orgamndtion, 

143 

Russia, 42 

Saint Thomas, 102 
Saints, Communion of the, loi 
Salutary character of the pragmatic revolt 
against idealism, 21 x 
Sampling, cf 574 
Sanskrit, 252n, 259 

Santayana, George, 78, 89, 162, 483, 508, 
512, 519, 524, 526, 5*9— i Dewey’s 
main reply to, 530-4 

Satisfaction, 233, 272, 433, 572 i not per- 
sonal, 494 

Savage mind, interpretation of, 2730 
Savery, William, 519, 545ni Dewey’s reply 
to, 575-8, 604, 605 

Scepticism, 198} in pragmatic attitude, 
154) of Santayana, 526 
Schaub, £. L., 519) on present status of 
religion, 393, 394} on relationships of 
religion, 393, 394) “Neo-Ptolemaism in 
religion,” 3930, 394) Dewey’s main re- 
ply to, 594-7 

Schelling, F. W., 13, 253, 498 
Schiller, F. C. S., 4930, 496 
Schilpp, Paul A., 296n, 3o6n 
Schneider, Herbert W,, 37 
School, 33) administration, 29} and society, 
28} experimental, 27} life and educa- 
tion, 9) methods, 29) system, 26) the 
Dewey — at Chicago, 28, 33f) the labora- 
tory, 28) the nature, function, and logic 
of the, 71 ) Dewey’s — work, 44) ad- 
ministration of, 39) and social interac- 
tion, 427) -s different — of thought, 28) 
elementary, 27) in Russia, 43) of to- 
morrow, 35) public, 28 
Scholastic, dogma, 260 ) tradition, 102 
Schoolmen, 86, 100 
Schroder, Ernst, 484 

Science, aim of, 177) critique of — ancient, 
182) and correcting methods, 165) and 
deliberate discovery, 183) and ethical 
aims, 181 ) and hypothesis, 183) and 
normative ethics, 181 ) and possible 
sterlization of thought, 478) as a cultural 
phenomenon, 82) as controlled method 


of knowing, 43 if) deSnltion by Dew^, 
239) Dewey’s reliance upon, 213) func- 
tion in respect to ethics, 181 ) in rela- 
tion to philosophy, cf 533) its regula- 
tive function in ethics, 181 ) joyous, 
307) mental, 265) methods of, 173, 
*77> 178, 182, 183) objects of, 205) 
of ethics, cf 567, 568) philosophical 
analysis of, 191) objects of physical — in 
Dewey, 162) social function of, I2) the 
aims of experimental, 207) history of — 
as reconstruction of ideas, 84) influence 
of natural — upon Western culture, 82} 
instrumental function of, 223) origin of, 
87) proper objects of, 222) worship of 
— ^nd its consequences, 88) theory of, 

•64. 177 

Sciences, 233; and attacks on religion, 395) 
not directive, 328) the social, 2840 

Scientific and unscientific attitude distin- 
guished, 215, 216) Schaub on — attitude 
and religion, 393-40) beliefs, 106) 
conceptions, 205) concepts, 186) con- 
cept in Peirce’s maxim, 161 ) as inde- 
pendent entities, 176) Dewey’s non- 
realistic interpretation of concepts not 
tenable, 164) experimental nature of, 
164) concepts in Dewey, 161) instru- 
mental theory of, 174) nominalistic 
principle applied to, 161) realistic inter- 
pretation of, 176, 177) experimental 
and operational nature of — concepts, 
206) criticism, 94) ethics, cf 543, cf 
SySfff 583, 588) hypotheses, 1845 in- 
quiry, 87) inquiry and supernaturalism, 
407f) inquiry, hypothetical, deductive, 
183) induction, 186) inquiry a mode of 
practice, 214) inquiry, regulative prin- 
ciples of, 88) investigation and empiri- 
cism, 192) judgments, 133) knowledge, 
200, 239, 314) knowledge, the cognos- 
cendum not evidence in, 132) warranted, 
84; law, 288) method, 79, 80, 83, 84, 
86, 88, 93, 96, 191, 2o6f, 215) 
subjective things, 167) Dewey’s analysis 
of — method, 182) method in terms of 
probability, X90) logical structure of, 
183) macroscopic inference, 187) meth- 
od not responsible for present tragedy, 
344, required in social thinking, 339, 
340 ) mode of experience, the logic of 
the, 71 ) objects as instruments, 133) 
objects, independent reality of, 173) 
5356^1 relation to immediate experience, 
535-40, cf 547) objects, their exist- 
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encc, 578 i philosophies, 83* philosophis- 
ing, 80 i philosophy, 79* pre-inf erential 
methods 173) propositions more or less 
true, 17 Si non-equivalence between ob- 
servational and — propositions, 1761 
statements, theory of, 1741 sUtement, 
inference of, 174} theories, 32) things 
as real in intellectualism, 163) things, 
independent reality of, 174} things not 
real immediately, 167) thinking, Dewey’s 
emphasis upon the value of, 2151 
thought, 97, 102, 536nj world, at empty 
of values and ends in intellectualism, 
163 

Scientific conditions of a theory of morality, 
33 

Scientist, is a practitioner, 214} the real- 
ism of pragmatist and, 118 
Scotch philosophers, influence of, iif) 
school of philosophers, 11 1 thought and 
philosophy, 21 

Secondary education, 27) and Dewey’s in- 
fluence, 466 i qualities, li3fF 
Sectarianism, 59$ 

Segmental activities of a democratic state, 
287 

Selection, 271 

Selective nature of life, 113 
Self, 268, 269, 274, 279, 333, 584flF, s87» 
as a social construct, 467) divided, 458$ 
its activity, 167 i theory of, 44) theory of 
origin, 26} Hume on, 487 
**On some current conceptions of the term 
‘self,’” 267 

Self-consciousness, 332, 333) anathema to 
Dewey, 253 

Self-expression in art, Dewey on, sSoflf 
Selfhood, 269) Dewey’s Hegelian concep- 
tion of, 456 
Self-improvement, 280 
Self-love, 303n, 304 
Self-realization, 281 
Self-regulation, 274 
Self-reorganization, 280 
Sellars, R. W., 491, 51 z 
Semantic language, 176 
Sensation, 240, 266, 598fFi not a mode of 
cognition, 140, 232, 548, SSS* 5 ^ 7 n 
Sensationalism, iS9i of British empiricists, 

160 

Sense-data, cf 497, 502, SSSi as abstrac- 
tions in Dewey, iflzj not objects of 
knowledge, I40i of astronomy, ^54, 
I55J positivistic reduction of world to, 

161 


Sense, gauging of causes and eflPects of, 
i69fj illusions, gauging of, lyoj mis* 
takes of, 171 j qualities produced in— • 
organ, 1621 organs, 1691 products of — 
organs, 17% s problem of illusions of, 
1671 stimulation, 169) world and physi- 
cal world, the diflference between, 222 
Senses, 261 

Sensory psychology, 266 
Sex, 273 

Shanghai, China, 40 
Sheldon, W. H., 37, 38 
Shifts in Dewey’s thought, 520 
Shoreham, Vermont, 6 
Sign, 240 i -s, 122, 233, 558 j immedi- 
ately experienced, 121 ) natural and sym- 
bols as existential events, 121 { signifl- 
cance, 123; distinguished from symbol- 
meaning, 121 

Significance, of the past, 791 history, 77, 
7 %\ indication, 124, 125 j sign, 124, 125 
“Significance, The — of the problem of 
knowledge,” 96, 290 

Signification, 123, 233 j of the situation, 
131 

Sin, the cardinal philosophic, 98, lox 
Singer, E. A,, 38 
Singular object or event, 279 
Situation, 232, 234, 279, 284, 288, 544, 546, 
548, 549, 572, 58405 as the beginning 
of a problem, 1395 defined, 139, 295 { 
indeterminate, 2795 limits of, 139} 
problematic character of, 294; significa- 
tion of the, 131 

Skeleton in the closet of Dewey’s meta- 
physics, 221 

Skill, z8of, 2975 a formula of, 296 
Smith, Gerald B., Religious thought in the 
last quarter-century, 396 
Smuts, Jan, General, 138 
Social, action, 290 i principles of, 435 
Dewey’s theory of, 445 adjustment and 
tertiary qualities, 1815 and biological 
sources of moral decisions, 1825 applica- 
tions of philosoph}’, 275 change, 90) 
change and education, 4^8 j initiating 
change, 845 change, periods of marked, 
865 conditions, a factor to form the 
mind of an individual, 445 conditions, 
interaction with -development of thought 
in science and philosophy, IZ5 conscience, 
2145 contacts, 30, 31, 32 } contexts of 
hunger, sex, etc., 273* control based 
on means of reaching individual, 349f| 
customs, 270 ) education, a meant to 
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pro^resfi 42 { emphasii in psychology, 
2891 engineering, 91 j environment, 180) 
ethics, 32) frame of custom, 284ni 
function of philosophy, 27, 89) instincts, 
285) interaction and schools, 427$ in* 
terpretadon of education, Dewey’s, 435} 
life, 2840) life, disorganization of, 12 > 
medium as scene of all events, 233) 
method, 82} phenomenon, philosophy as, 
137) philosophy, 38) psychology, 18, 
269, 282-7 ) the combination of criti- 
cal anthropology and — psychology with 
experimentalism, 83) psychology, the 
need for, 270) propensity, 285) reform, 
284) religion as a force in — reform, 
408} scene, its influence on philosophy, 
39) science, 19th century, 97) sciences, 
284ni scientists, 273} subjects, 36, 37) 
settlement, 29) techniques, the need for, 
91 ) thought, 239) Dewey’s — thought, 
38) values, religion as highest con- 
sciousness of, 399, 404) world is the 
dominant foreground of experience, 254 
Social, the — Frontier, 438 
Soci(£t^ frani^aise de philosophic, <229 
Society, 33, 2720) and culture, medieval, 
86) and individual, interaction of, 346^) 
and moral judgment, iSo) as a process of 
association, 347) concept must be par- 
ticularized, 349) modern, 287) nature 
of — and educative process, 440 ) organic 
theory of, 346) and education, 437flF) the 
Great, 285) three stages of evolution of, 
12) various theories of, 63 
Socio-biological psychology, 554 
Socio-ethical mode of experience, the logic 
of the, 71 

Socio-practical mode of experience, the logic 
of the, 71 
Socrates, 255 
Solipsism, 113 

Solution of scientific problem identical with 
full definition, I29f 
Sorcl, Georges, 247 
Soul, 267, 283, 605 
Sounds, 16 1 

Sovereign people, the, 285 
Sovereignty, Austin’s theory of, 38 
Soviet Union, 43 

Space, philosophy of, 191, 192, 512) the 
unreality of time and, 101 
Sparta, 260 

Specialized interests, 287 
Specifle methods of social reform, Dewey’s 
insistence on, 3^7 


Specimen in observation, 185 
Spectator, an impersonal transcendental— 
always assumed, Z50) theory of knowl- 
edge, Dewey’s quarrel with the, 2o6n 
Speculation, 248 

Speculative audacity, a plea for, 88) ego- 
tism of the pragmatist, 260 
Spengler, O., 498 

Spinoza, Baruch de, 78, 96, 19$, 199, 245, 
232, 485) his naturalism, 96 
Spirit, innocent, 256) not within purview of 
pragmatic inventory, 249} of Dewy’s 
experimentalism 

Spiritual existence, hypostatic, 250 ) light- 
ning, 251 ) realm, 98, 99 
Spirituality, Hindu, 94 
Spontaneous action, 235 
Stages, the three — of philosophy’s develop- 
ment, 60 
Stalinists, 43 

Standard, 32, 305) of valuation, 236) 
measuring by a, 305) revising one’s, 305) 
revision only is ethical, 30$) directive, 
328) emerging, 306) methodological dis- 
trust of current morality, 3x1 
Standpoint, 241) empirical, S^flT) of the 
philosophic critic, 195 
Starbuck’s definition of religion, 412 
State, 285, 286) Dewey’s prosaic defini- 
tion of, JSzffi as administrator of indi- 
vidual and society’s interaction, 347) 
characteristic, 353, 3540 
State of consciousness, 269n 
Statesman of ideas, the philosopher as the, 

84 

Statement, abstract, 174) about frequencies, 
19I) general, reducible to statements 
about concrete, 16I) immediately veri- 
fiable, i8oi inferred, 18O) of ethical 
aims, 181 ) of fact, 178) reference of, 
174) true and warranted, 205 
Static civilization, no philosophic thought 
produced in a, 86 
Statistical laws, 490 
Statistics and probability, 191 
Stimuli, 274) and effects of sense, 169 
Stimulus, 270, 281 ) -response circuits, 274 
St. Louis school of philosophers, 13 
Stoics, 252, 311 ) and Roman law, 477 
Strabismus, epistemological, 214 
Structural, psychology, 269, 278) stability 
of personality, 276 
Structuralism, 2690, 288 
Stuart, Henry W., 5x9, S 99 nj Dewey’s 
major reply to, 578-9* 
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Student movement in Chinap 40 
Studies in Logical Theory, 23, 33, 49, 52, 
55 > 56* S 9 » 61, 62, 66n, 70, 73, 211, 
493, 526. 566 

Study, 27 i and tubject-matter, 449 
Study, the-^oj Ethics: A Syllabus, 22, 32, 
314, 3230 
Stumpf, Carl, 266 

Subject, 36, 240, 241, 266, 278f, 542, 555, 
586} produce! qualities, 177; -matter, 
109-11, 462ff, j66{ -object division not 
in Dewey, 256 

Subjective, 167, 173, 239, 242, ^41 j mean- 
ing of, 534, 54of| and objective things, 
174) distinction between objective and, 
167, 169, 172) existence, 166} inferences 
of different kinds from, 170) qualities, 
177) wants as determining conduct, 
2840) thing, 169-72 
Subjectively true propositions, 174 
Subjectivistic terminology, 107 
Subjectivism, io6j Dewey’s alleged, 529, 
532) epistemological, 113) psychology, 

279, S26 

Subjectivity, 131) of immediate existence, 
ii5i of primary, secondary and tertiary 
qualities denied, Ii4f 

Substance, 6o4f) atomistic, 169) continuous, 
169 

“Substance, power and quality in Locke,” 

96 

Substantial existence, 259 
Substantives, 332 

Subtlety of instrumentalist theory of knowl- 
edge, 210 

Success, biological and subjective tests of, 
I52£f} social and ethical tests of, i53ff 
Suffrage of women, 39 
Sullivan, Louis, 4860 
Supernatural world, idea of, 159 
Supernaturalism, Dewey’s indictment of, 
407ff, 491, 498, ?8o, 595f 
Supremacy of method in ethics, 3045 of the 
method of experimental inquiry, 295 
Supreme rule of obligation, indemonstra- 
bility of an immediate, 3o6n 
Sutta-Nipata, 5130 

Swift, Morrison ) quoted by William James, 

338 

Symbol-meaning distinguished from sign- 
significance, 121, I23f 
Symbolic character of knowledge, 233 
Symbols, 122, 124, 261 j and natural signs 
as existential events, 121 
Symbols-meaning, 278 
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Synechism, 489, 497 

System of absolute truth, 182) Dewey has 
“o, 73) Dewey’s, 423) educational in 
U.S.A., 28) -8, ethical, x8o, 522) his- 
toric, 78n) of mind, cf 498 

Task, the educational, 90 
Task, the philosophic, 72f 
Task, philosophic, 95 
Tao, W. T., 41 

Tautological character of reasoning, 124 
Tawney, R. H., 37 
Teachers College, Columbia U., 34 
Teachers’ exposure to philosophy, the re- 
sults of, 8x 

Teachers* Institutes, 27 
Teachers Union, 39 
Teaching, 27 

Teaching positions of academic career, 23 
Teaching, change in type of, 31 
Technique, courage and temperance as prin- 
ciples of, 312 

Techniques, the need for social, 91 
Technology, 286, 499, 523) political, 5920 
Teleological axiom, 324 
Teleology, natural, loi 
Temperance, 312 

“Tendencies as Indispensable Postulates of 
all Psychology,” 272n 
Tendencies, native, 27 
Terminology, 173} and the physicist, 178} 
of problem of appearance and reality, 
168) pragmatist, 172!, 180, realist, i ;72 
Terms, 122, 140; abstract, ifii) physical 
and conventionalism, 167 
Tertiary qualities, ii3ff, 181, 543, 580, 
598 

Testable meaning, 197 

Testable validity, 195 

Testing ground of philosophic theory, 39 

Testing, methods of, 35 

Testing of intelligence, 2770 

Testing theories, method for, 224! 

Thales, 511 
Theaetetus, Plato, 491 

Theological, pragmatic metaphysics becom- 
ing, 2S2 
Theory, 234 

Theory and practice, 73 , 499 S tbc insep- 
arability of, 70 ^ 

Theory of Knowledge, Hobhouse, 486 
Theory of Valuation, 5430 
Theories and concepts, social, as ti-^ols of 
inquiry, 343 

Theories of society, various, 63 
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Theorixmg, pure, 27 
Things immediately experienced, 121, t66, 
»3ii 535 

Things-in-themselves, 133, 172, 177, 534 
Things, the resistant trait of, 113 
Thinking, 27, 231, 232, 249f) a mere 
psychological preliminary, 206 { and edu- 
cative experience, 426) individual, 284) 
instrumental to control, 2065 reflective, 
278 j the psychology of, 315 
Thomas, Saint, 102 

Thought, 26, 124, 233, 236, 242, 268, 
276-80, 283, 2841 and language, 122) 
as a development within the natural 
world, 219) as effective agent of change 
in the world of nature, 219) a priori 
forms of, iiO) channels of, 281) cor- 
rectness of, 282) denying the existence 
of, 249) development of ^Dewey’s, 36} 
derivative r&le of, 109) function of, 276) 
in objective idealism, 2Xi) isolation of, 
211} its interaction with social condi- 
tions, 12) life of, 87} objects of, 222) 
reflective, 59} relation of — to reality, 
112} self-enclosed, 214} situation, 232 
Time, philosophy of, I9if} relativities of, 
98} the unreality of space and, toi 
Titchener, E. B., 32 
Tokyo, 36, 40 

Tokyo Imperial University, 40 
Tolerance, intellectual, 97 
Tolstoyan policy and non-resistance, 30 
Tools and experience, 431 
Torrey, H. A. P., 11, 13 
Total personality, 281 
Totalitarianism, 280; of experience, 239 
Townsend, H. G., 482 
Tradition, 81, 99} intellectual, 97) the 
vagaries of ancient, 80 } liberal, 97) re- 
ligious, 96 

Traditional concepts, the test of, 95 
Traditional religion, Dewey’s opposition to, 
396ff 

Traditionalist, Dewey the greatest, 93 
Traditionalist education, 456 
Traditions, S22f} criticisms of, 94) intel- 
lectual, 82 

Tragedy in art, Dewey’s failure to develop 
theory of, 386f 

Training of thought, necessity of, 276f 
Traits of human experience as traits of 
nature, 219 
Transcendence, 159 

TranKendence, all knowing involves, 198 
Transcendent status of scientific objects of 


knowledge, 133 

Transcendent interpretations, 139 
Transcendental attitude, 253 
Transcendental character of experience, 253, 

255 

Transcendental ego, 3170 
Transcendental metaphysics of pragmatism 
contradiction of its practice naturalism, 
259-60 

Transcendental moralism, Dewey’s philoso- 
phy of experience a, 255 
Transcendental psychology, 267 
Transcendental spectator assumed, 250 
Transcendentalism, 172!, 246, 252, 266) 
and objective and subjective things, 172) 
cf 5^4 

Transformation, biological basis, 5810) 
antecedent conditions, 

Transmission of culture and education, 438! 
Travel, its influence upon the evolution of 
Dewey’s social and political views, 4of 
Trendelenburg, A., 17 
^’Trois facteurs independents en matiere de 
morale,” 229 
Trotsky, Leon, 43! 

Trotsky Inquiry Commission, 44 
Trotskyites, 43! 

True conclusions, 203 
True statements, 205 
‘True’ theory of knowledge, the, 205 
Trustworthiness, criteria of, 31 in 
Truth, 205, 233, 238, 258, 259, 4q?f, 501, 
505!, 528, 572f, 6035 absolute, 182, 23 1) 
and modern science, 183} as condition 
freed from need for doubt, I47ffi as cor- 
respondence, 133} as verifiability, 483} 
considered as a sociological phenomenon, 
144!} considered as ideal limit of scien- 
tific investigation, I45ff} degrees of, 
184; eternal, 78} evidence of, 209} ex- 
perimental theory of, 486) geographical 
nature of, denied by pragmatists, 130} 
James’ theory of, 492} not within the 
purview of the pragmatic inventory, 249} 
of ideas, 124) Peirce on, I44ff} proba- 
bility replacing, 176} pursuit of, Dewey’s 
refusal to subordinate — to ulterior inter- 
ests, 2x5} realm of, 250, 234} tested 
by consequences, 131} ultimate, 780 
Truth-claims, the validity of, 199!, 204, 
2o8f 

Truth-relation, Dewey’s, 270 
Truth-value and practical value, confusion 
of, 216 

Tufts, James Hayden, 24f, 31, 272n, 3x2- 
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nn, 519 

Turkey, 42 

Tychltm, 489, 497 

Tyndall, John — ^influence of, 10 

Ueberweg, Friedrich, 16 
Ugliness, Dewey’s failure to develop prag- 
matic theory of, 387 

Ultimate, aims of education, 432} reality, 
525 > truths, 780 j values, 366!, 594 
Uncertainty, 131, 294 
Understand, to, 242 
Underwood, Cornelia, 9 
Underwood, Violet, 9 
Unification, 202, 236 
Unifying agency in mental life, 269 
U.S.S.R., 42ff) Dewey’s influence in, 471 
Units of personality, 272n 
Unitary world, 107 

Unity, of life, 287 j of mental life, 267 j of 
experience, 2325 of mental action, 294 
Universal, 122, 241} education, 448 { na- 
ture, 251 
Universalism, 6 

Universals, the sanction of, 3223 all mean- 
ings are, 130 

Universe, 549* and self, harmonized in re- 
ligion, 41 1 \ inverted nature of the — in 
Dewey’s system, 257fj the keys to the 

— , 72 

University of Chicago Press, 28, 32 
University training, io-i6j cf. also Johns 
Hopkins University f Vermont 
Unknowable, the, 173, 548 
Unknown, the, 234 
Unreality of space and time, loi 
Unscientific attitude, distinguished from the 
scientific, 215-16 
Upanishads, 512 
Usage, 233 
Use, 195 

Utilitarian mode of experience, the logic of 
the, 71 

Utilitarianism, 274, 32105 as reliance on 
a standard, 32205 objection to, 3210 

Vagueness of the specific object of knowl- 
edge, 21 3f 

Vaihinger, Hans, 248 

Valid proposition, the ultimate ground of 
every, 202 

Validity, 577* and truth, 572 5 conse- 
quences incompetent to serve as tests of, 
329) of inquiry, confusion between prac- 


tical value and cognitive validity of in- 
quiry, 2155 of knowledge claims, 2x41 of 
knowledge, 2345 of ordinary truth- 
claims, 2o8f5 testable, 1951 valuation as 
the test of, 216 

Valuable, The nature of the, 298 
Valuation, 236, 543, 5675 as the test of 
validity, 216 

Valuations, erroneous to separate subjective 
from objective, 1635 esthetical, as proper- 
ties of things, 1635 ethical, 1635 not to 
be separated from cognitions, 163 
Value, 70, 523, 583} choice of, 995 of 
conduct, 2825 conflicts of, 8605 criti- 
cism, 2175 determination of, 235, 433^5 
as integral with experience, 1645 as 
normative, 875 as organizations of ex- 
perience, 373ffj its place in an empirical 
metaphysics, 221$ difference of, basis of 
“truth” and “inquiry” controversy, 1565 
differences of, based on materials organ- 
ized, 373 5 discarded from real world by 
preference of thought over experience, 
1635 education for appreciation of, 4425 
moral system of, 18x5 not explained away 
in empirical philosophy of experience, 
1645 in transcendent philosophies, 1635 
sphere of, 1625 the so-called higher, 9^5 
theory of, 86ff, 1815 ultimate, 594 
Value-judgments, x8o, 241, 5*35 material 
of, 5235 metaphysical basis for, 217 
Varieties of Religious Experience, by Wil- 
liam James, 490 

Vehicular significance of experience, 224 
Venn, John, 32 

Verifiability, 36, 495^5 logical, 505 
Verification, 233. 493. 495^. 504^. 575^ 
Vermont, University of, 4, 10 
Vice, the great — of practice, 98 
Violence, inevitability of, Dewey’s denial 
of, 359 

Virtuef's), 311, 312 

Vision, 72f, 98, 101 ; method more con- 
trolling than — , 93 5 eternal visions, 89 
Vocabulary, nature of child’s — , 267 
Volition and theory of value, 181 
Volkmann, 266 
Voluntarism, 106, no 
Voluntary decision, 2415 voluntary quality 
of an act, 272 ' 

Wahl, Jean, 230 
Wants, 272, 285 

War, present threat of and the experimen- 
tal method, 3625 world-war, 30 
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Ward, James, 33211 
Warrantably assertible judgments, 202 
Warranted, assertibility, 183, 184) asser- 
tions, iiO} inquiry passes into, 117, 124, 
128, I33i conclusions, xxo, 132$ judg- 
ment, the ultimate ground of every, 202 ( 
scientific knowledge, 84 { statements, 203 
Washington, D.C., 39 
Well-being, 3210 
Wenley, R. M., 24 
West, Christian, 94 

Western philosophy, central conflict, 522 
Westfield, Mass., 5 
Wheelwright, Philip, 3250 
Whitehead, Alfred North, 25, 483, 484, 
488, S19 

Whitehead’s conclusion on religion, 401 
Whither Mankind: Charles A. Beard (ed), 

94, 95. 4820 

Whitman, Walt, 486 

Whole, S 49 ^) personalities, 286) the ex- 
periential, 266 

Will, 242, 268, 269, 271 i elective, 3080 j 
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